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FOREWORD

This is volume III of the report on the Conference on General
Aviation Airport Noise and Land Use Planning at Georgia Institute of
Technology, October 3, 4, and 5, 1979. It contains verbatim transcripts of

the panel discussions together with a glossary of some of the terms used in
the discussions.

Volume I presents summaries of pahe] discussions held at the

conference. Volume II includes the 12 prepared papers which were presented at
the conference.

The verbal presentations at the conference differed in content and
format from these prepared papers and there was general discussion of each
subject after the verbal presentation.
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CONFERENCE ON GENERAL AVIATION AIRPORT NOISE
AND LAND USE PLANNING

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

SPACE SCIENCE BUILDING II

MORNING SESSION

October 3, 1979 9:00 o'clock a.m.

(The conference on General Aviation Airport Noise and Land Use
Planning, co-sponsored by the United States Environmental Protection Agency,
Office of Noise Abatement and Control, and Georgia Institute of Technology,
convened at the Space Science Building II, Georgia Institute of Technology, on
October 3, 1979, commencing at the hour of 9:30 o'clock, a.m., with Dr.
Clifford Bragdon, Director, Program for Interdisciplinary Studies, Georgia
Institute of Technology, presiding.)



DR. CLIFFORD BRAGDON: Good morning. I am Clifford Bragdon, a
Professor of City Planning here at Georgia Tech and Conference Director for
what we hope will be quite an interesting conference for people from a variety

of diverse groups to come together and talk about a subject that really links
us together.

For the conference, we do have a court reporter, Ms. Suzanne Miller,
who will be transcribing the entire conference, both formal remarks and also
the discussions. Those then will be edited, reproduced, and printed and they
will be distributed as part of the proceedings to all of the attendees here
and EPA will be distributing those in some quantities through their office in
Washington. Also, we have received over 100 requests from people who cannot
be here but who do want to receive the proceedings. We will-have the
proceedings published and the time will probably be about two months after the
final conference. Those will be available in addition to the remarks that you
have or will receive in the book.

In terms of format, we will have an opportunity to have a maximum, we
hope, of interaction. Each of the speakers will be making a presentation
which should be 20 minutes in Tength. Each of the speakers will have the
opportunity of addressing their subject for up to one-half hour. We have
instructed the speakers to try to limit it to 20 minutes and allow 10 minutes
after their formal speech to have comments from the floor and at that time we
will answer those questions, following the four speakers.

Then for each of the sessions we will have a series of panelists with
the speakers on the platform up here after the four speakers have finished.
At that time we will have approximately one hour for discussion between
panelists and speakers and also between people on the floor with the panelists
and the speakers. The whole idea here is to maximize the chance for everybody
to get together in a type of dialogue if you care to do so.

On Thursday night all the people here, as part of the registration
fee, are invited to a dinner-banquet which is being held at The
Sheraton-Atlanta Hotel. There will be a social hour from 6:00 to 7:30.
Following that, we will have dinner from 7:30 to 8:30 p.m. Our dinner speaker
is Congressman Ambro (Jerome A. Ambro) who is a member of the Aviation
Subcomnmittee as well as the Science and Technology Committee in Washington,
D.C.

Turning to the program, we are going to try to minimize introductions
to maximize the time to get together and get to know each other a little
better. A1l of you who are attending -- and we will have approximately 110
people here -- have been invited, which in itself becomes somewhat unique.
Too, we feel the people here are representative of a cross section of interest
groups in the decision-making area who will influence and have a way of
influencing the decision process. Hopefully, one of the objectives will be
meeting people from other disciplines, whom you have never met, and I hope
that will occur. That is one of our interests in having this conference.

I might add that we really have no preconceived notions as to what
the overall outcome of the conference will be. We want to create the
opportunity for people to meet together from a collective background of
experience and interdisciplinary interests to try to focus on a problem that



could be, quote, a problem. I think it is important because unlike
air-carrier operations, we will be looking at general aviation before it may
become a problem. So it is really a conference dealing with prevention rather

than reaction, which is a very unique opportunity which most of the parties
never have.

We want to encourage interaction between the speakers, the panelists,
and the attendees. Our interest is really to establish a dialogue and as best
we can to learn about all interests of all parties in terms of how to address
the question of land use planning in airport development -- which is obviously
a very important thing. Obviously, we will have no single answers. I have
already talked to about five or ten people before the conference and they are
Tooking for answers. They have partial answers; possibly they have a lot of
problems but there aren't any singie answers, and it would be a collective

group such as this, hopefully, who will try to focus on things that no single
person can certainly answer.

So, it really is the opportunity to learn from others, which is the
whole theme of this conference, and present what you have to contribute in a
constructive manner. We hope you will enjoy yourself here and avail
yourselves of the City of Atlanta if you haven't had an opportunity to be here
before. We will look forward to having your participation and, again, I am
pleased that you are all here.

At this time I would like to introduce the Dean of the College of
Architecture, Dean William Fash,

DEAN WILLIAM FASH: Thank you, Cliff. It is indeed my pleasure to
welcome you on behalf of the Georgia Institute of Technology and on behalf of
the College of Architecture. We are very pleased that this timely and
important conference can be held here. You certainly are a distinguished
group. Each of you has brought distinction to yourselves already and in
representative areas of interest and activity that certainly, collected
together, offers the potential to come up with some answers or some
refinements of answers to a problem that besets everybody who lives here.

I think it is quite appropriate to have the conference here at
Georgia Tech. Georgia Tech people have played significant roles in the
development of the aircraft industry in the United States. The Guggenheim
School of Aeronautics was established here in 1930, and to try to put it into
perspective, that is just three years after "Lindy" crossed to Paris. Things
have certainly changed a lot in the 50-odd years since,

Georgia Tech research and Georgia Tech graduates have played quite an
active role in the development of what has happened in the 50-0dd years
since. Astronaut John Young and John Sanford, who is the President of Boeing
Aircraft Company in Seattle, are examples of graduates of Georgia Tech who
have had something to do with what has taken place. So I think it is fitting
and proper that all of you be colliected here in a place that deals with the
sophisticated technology of which we are all very proud to try to find some
way with which we can deal with the problems that result from that technology
as well,



Personally, I am an airplane freak. Probably my first experience
with building anything was with the little balsa wood models that you used to
be able to buy of airplanes, where you put every little dinky piece together.
It was great for motor skill development. As a result of that I still have
quite a fond place in my heart for anything that has to do with airplanes and
I am reminded that the sound of an airplane was once quite a beautiful sound.
During the early stages of development of aircraft and probably during the war
years particularly the sight and the sound of an airplane coming home really

was quite beautiful and it stirred people's hearts and invoked great feelings
of pride.

I think it is with the airplane as it has been with the automobile,
Melvin Kranzberg, a member of the faculty here at Tech involved with the
history of technology, speaks about the automobile and calls attention to the
fact that at one time the automobile was seen as a great magic answer to the
problems of pollution in the cities that came from all the horse-driven
carriages. Now the automobile has become a source of pollution in the cities
and presents an old problem needing a new answer.

I think pretty much the same thing has happened with the airplane.
Air travel was once seen as a modern miracle enabling people to move a long
way quickly. Now that the airplane and air travel have become commonplace we
respond more to the problems that have been created by them than to the wonder
of them. I happened to be near an airport last night. This one was a
military airport -- without any intention of calling attention to that type of
airport -- but being there certainly brought home the reality that there is a
problem in residential areas and in developments around airports.

We think of the problem from the perspective of an advanced country
with advanced and sophisticated technology. It is really a growth problem and
when we remember that two-thirds of the world population lives in the southern
hemisphere and think about what is going to happen as these countries develop
-- and they are very busy trying to develop -- what will happen to them, as
well as to us, as technology advances unless we can find some better answers
than we have to carefully plan around the airports and how to control the
pollution resulting from the noise. I think we need answers badly.

Cliff spoke of the conference as dealing with prevention so far as
general aviation is concerned, trying to learn from the history of the air
carrier industry and I think nothing could be more timely or appropriate than
to bring all of you together to address such questions. I am hopeful that the
conference will prove to be the stimulus for finding some new answers for some
changes in answers that will work better.

I welcome you and I certainly wish you every success. If we in the
college or here in Georgia Tech can be of any help to you in any way while you
are here I hope that you will make some noise.

DR. BRAGDON: Thank you for those remarks. I am pleased at this
time to introduce Charles Elkins. Chuck Elkins is Deputy Assistant
Administrator for the Office of Noise Abatement Control, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, located in Washington, D.C.



MR. CHARLES L. ELKINS: I want to welcome you to this EPA
Conference. If you have been to any conferences lately you may have heard the
joke about the three most unbelievable statements. Don't worry, I am not
going to repeat the joke in its entirety but the joke leads up to the punch
line, "Hi! I am from the Federal Government and I am here to help you." That
certainly is unbelievable but I think maybe another version of that may be
that one of the three most unbelievable statements would be that I am from the
EPA and I want to help you. I am providing you with a conference where I
expect you to be the main beneficiary rather than the EPA.

Now, that is unbelievable because we all know that EPA wants to
regulate the world and we are testing whether or not this economy or any
economy so regulated and so controlled can endure. I wouldn't blame you if as
you have gone over your agenda, you have looked to see whether there are some
things written between the lines there, some kind of hidden objectives that
appear if you look at it while holding it over a candle to see what might come
out on the secret writing. But I want to assure you that it is all there in
black and white and that it will, hopefully, come to surface -- not the usual
bum rap the EPA gets in the newspapers, that we just had a weak moment and
designed the whole conference to double the taxpayers' money -- that it will
be beneficial to you and I am hopeful that you will be convinced that the
dialogue which goes on here the next three days will be quite worthwhile to
you as individuals and the groups that you represent and that you will find
that out without any heavy hand of a regu]atory agency, from EPA, FAA or
anyone else out of Washington.

Of course, it is because of that main theme and purpose of the
conference that we in EPA are hopeful that the conference will play a major
role in charting the course of general aviation development in the future.

Our focus, of course, is on general aviation noise, noise in the neighborhoods
that surround the nation's airports and, clearly, general aviation does
produce noise in neighborhoods. But how much of a problem really is this?
Will it get worse in the future? Are there adequate remedies to be adopted by
the affected communities, by the manufacturers? And if the answer is "yes" to
any of those questions, how soon must that action be taken? So these are the

questions which I hope among others that we can talk about during these three
days.

I would like to take a moment to thank Cliff Bragdon of Georgia Tech
for organizing this conference and acting as our conference host. He, along
with Bill Sperry and John Schettino of my staff, has put together what I hope
will be an excellent conference for you. C1iff is well known to many of you
for his leadership in noise and land use planning and he seemed a perfect
choice as the person who could bring us all together to discuss these serious
matters in a relaxed and non-adversarial atmosphere.

So, first of all, what is EPA doing, holding a conference on this
particular subject? Well, most of you probably know that EPA has been in the
noise business since the passage of the Noise Control Act back in 1972, and
the Act laid out Congressional policies to promote an environment for all
Americans free from noise that jeopardizes their health and welfare. That is
quite a tall order.



Specifically, that Act directs EPA to design and carry out a national
program to abate and control noise. Now, because of FAA's active role in the
aviation noise area, EPA was given an advisory role in that area and a
regulatory role with regard to all other environmental noise sources. Those
of you who have followed the aviation noise area during the last few years
know that we in EPA have focused most of our aviation noise activities on the
problem of the commercial fleet. We have made a number of regulatory
proposals to the FAA and have been actively involved in the promotion and
implementation of noise abatement planning at the Nation's commercial air

carrier airports. Significant progress has been made in this area but, of
course, much still needs to be done.

Reauthorization of the Noise Control Act, which is now pending before
Congress -- and if Congress would stay in session instead of going home for
the holidays maybe we will get it passed -- requires EPA to prepare a
five-year plan for its activities for the coming years. The mandate is
explicit in requiring EPA to update its 1973 Report to the Congress on
Aviation Noise, which some of you may remember. One of the purposes of this
conference then, from my point of view, is to provide guidance to us in EPA
about our activities in the general aviation area during the next five years
and the years beyond.

Now, we have been impressed with the difficulty in the air carrier
area of trying to control aviation noise in a situation where the problem is
already severe and the order of the day is abatement and retrofit rather than
prevention. One needs only to read the newspapers to realize that noise has
become a real albatross around the neck of the commercial air transportation

system and it is a public nuisance for the neighborhoods around most of our
major airports.

The noise problem from geneial aviation is clearly not that acute and
yet the rapid growth projected for the future for general aviation raises the
question of whether preventive steps are needed now in order to avoid serious
political and economic constraints on the growth of this valuable part of the
Nation's air transportation system.

Now, by its very nature, prevention of a future noise problem at
general aviation airports would involve many actors, not just the Federal
Government. In fact, the major burden for prevention would most probably fall
on the private sector and on States and localities. Those who would expect
the Federal Government to solve this problem would not be in my view very good
students of contemporary political science. Thus, although we in EPA have
taken the initiative and called this conference -- and we want to see what
role we might play in the future in this area -- the focus of this conference
must be much broader.

If a preventive program is needed, what mutually supportive roles
might a whole variety of parties take in this effort? Now, we in the EPA are
prepared within the limits of our statutory authority to draft regulations for
consideration by the FAA in this area, give financial assistance under the
Quiet Communities Act to local communities and States for airport noise
abatement planning and continue to help bring together interested parties for
discussion and possible agreement on appropriate courses of action. Deciding
whether EPA plays such a role is less important for this conference than



identifying whether or not there will be a noise problem in the future and
laying out what actions might be appropriate to minimize this problem.

Now any assessment of the potential seriousness of the general
aviation noise problem must begin, we believe, with an assessment of the
effects of noise on people. I think it is always surprising that those people
who come to the noise area from another field -- and that may be most of us at
some point in our career -- find that so much is already known about the
effects of noise on people, because, although noise is an environmental
pollutant, it is much less well known than, say, air and water pollution,
although noise is the most pervasive of our environmental pollutants and it
has the Tongest history.

Long before man knew that the water and air he was drinking and
breathing were bad for his health, he knew the difference between sound and
noise -- and he knew he didn't like the noise. Noise is the one pollutant
which nature has given us the ability to monitor. We don't need a Government
bureaucrat to tell us whether noise is out there or not because the fear of a
loud noise is one of the two fears we are born with and our bodies still react
to a loud noise even though we may consciously think that we are ignoring it.
But this natural aversion to noise has been borne out by subsequent scientific
research and we have found now that our automatic response to noise has turned
out to be quite sensible -- but for far more subtle reasons than we originally
suspected.

Now, most of us today are aware of the impact of noise on our
hearing. Millions of Americans today have severe hearing loss because of
their exposure to noise. What is perhaps not known by most Americans,
however, is that people risk losing their hearing in the presence of much
lower exposure levels than they would ever suspect are hazardous. On the
basis of the latest scientific evidence, we in EPA have established an average
level of 70 decibels over a 24-hour period as the level necessary to protect
the public from significant adverse effects on their hearing, with an adequate
margin of safety. Those who are exposed to higher levels than this for 40
years or more run the risk of losing some of their hearing and, needless to
say, millions of Americans are exposed in this country to levels of noise

significantly above 70 decibels, particularly in their employment -- also
around some of our major airports.

0f course, noise control ordinances across the country and lawsuits
against airport proprietors today are based not so much on a concern for
hearing loss on the part of the public but on something more fundamental.
People just don't 1like noise. It is hard to find words to characterize this
aversion to noise. The traditional word of the art in the scientific
community is "annoyance," but generally we all use the word annoyance to
signify something not very serious. Those of you who have had to deal with
angry citizens around airports know they certainly do not regard aviation

noise as some insignificant irritant in their lives, so the word annoyance is
certainly a misnomer,

- As the scientific community has searched for an understanding of this
type of reaction, they have found, as you would expect, that environmental
noise interferes with normal conversation and a number of relaxing and
educational activities on which people put a great deal of value. Those hours



spent in the home after a hard day's work in the office or factory are in some
ways more valuable to us than the other hours of the day, and yet that seems
to be where noise intrudes the most. It also disrupts sleep, and if a person
lives in an environment that is continually impacted by noise each night, such
as near a major airport, the destruction of sleep could become a serious
health problem for that person.

Based on these impacts, EPA has identified a day-night average level
of 55 decibels as the level necessary to avoid most of these d1ff1cu1t1es, but
recently scientists have been focusing on a more fundamental aspect of noise.
The annoyance reactions that scientists have identified so far may only be the
tip of the 1ceberg when it comes to the real health effects of noise. The
facts aren't in yet but there are some very serious signs in front of them.

We have known for some time, of course, that noise is a stressor and the body
reacts to stress in many subtle ways that we are not conscious of. Noise
triggers an automatic response in our bodies which is not controlled by our
conscious minds -~ it probably stems from the fact, as I mentioned, that the
fear of loud noise is one of the two fears we are born with and we can never
forget it. Outwardly, we may seem quite calm in the presence of noise but
internally our heart rate goes up, our blood pressure goes up and adrenalin is

secreted, and our bodies are prepared for the suspected assault which is
associated with noise.

We in EPA are currently sponsoring a study of Rhesus monkeys at the
University of Miami in conjunction with the National Institutes of Health.
This study stems from the fact that there are over 40 epidemiological studies
from foreign countries which show a relationship between noise and
cardiovascular disease. This preliminary monkey study has shown that after
several months of noise exposure -- which is similar to that received by
millions of working Americans today -- the monkeys have sustained an elevated
blood pressure of 30% even after the noise source was removed. It is too
early to draw conclusions from this experiment, further research is necessary,
but beginning with the fiscal year that just began this week EPA has a small
amount of money to kick off further research in this area. But if noise is in
fact tied to elevated blood pressure hypertension, the control of noise may
become one of the foremost public health programs in the country, since
hypertension is directly linked to heart-disease and stroke -- and these two
diseases alone account for 48% of the people who die in this country every
year. Cancer is a small problem compared to those.

So, in short, noise is not something we can laugh at or tell
ourselves that it is something we can get used to. It is a serious health
prob]em and the evidence is tend1ng to indicate that the effects could be more
serious and much more wide-ranging than we ever imagined in the past.

Now, from the point of view of the airport proprietor, it may matter
less exactly what the health effects of noise are and more that angry airport
neighbors can prevent an airport's expansion and improvement. Their lawsuits
and political activity could in the future significantly slow, if not stop the
growth of the air transportion system. Rightly or wrongly, citizens in this
country are becoming les and less tolerant of public officials who make
pronouncements that airport expansion is for the public good and that private
individuals must give up their property rights and suffer in order that others
may fly or otherwise have the convenience of the airport.



So from many perspectives, noise is an environmental pollutant to be
reckoned with and it behooves us to examine the extent to which noise is
already a serious problem around some of our general aviation airports and
whether or not growth of the industry will exacerbate this problem
significantly in the coming years.

_ As we begin this conference, what do we know about the noise
Characteristics of -the general aviation fleet? Let me just go quickly over
them. Putting aside the military aircraft, there are approximately 185,000
aircraft registered for operation in the United States and only about 3,000 of
these civil aircraft, as you know, are operated by air carriers as part of the
commercial transportation system. So the rest, 182,000, are operated as
general aviation aircraft by individuals, businesses, and governments. Most
of these aircraft, as you know, are propeller-driven rather than jet powered,
although jets are gaining a larger share of the fleet every year.

These 185,000 civil aircraft operate into approximately 14,000
airports in this country. Half of these 14,000 airports are open to the
public and about 600 of these are certificated for air carrier operations. It
is estimated that we have about 130 million operations annually at these
public use, general aviation airports with daily operations maybe up to about
500 a day, and FAA estimates that these operations may grow double that,
almost double that to 220 million by 1987. Perhaps John Wesler can give us a
closer insight into those numbers, but the general trend seems to be an
increase from about 185,000 general aviation aircraft to 240,000 of the same
type of aircraft in that period.

Now, most of the country's attention, as you know, has been focused
on the 100 largest air carrier airports. Our analysis of these air carrier
airports indicates that in 1975 approximately 6 million people were exposed to
noise levels of a day-night average of 65 decibels or greater due to air
carrier aircraft alone. A number of steps have been taken recently which will
bring down the number of people exposed to these high levels of noise over the
next several years, with the greatest benefit occurring sometime around the
year 1985 when the retrofit/replacement rule will be fully implemented -~ if
the Congress doesn't meddle with that regulation.

Unfortunately, because of the growth in size of the commercial
aircraft fleet and increased operations, we can expect the number of people
exposed to start going back up significantly after that date and,
consequently, we in EPA are actively encouraging further steps to reduce
exposure to commercial aviation noise around our Nation's airports. Now, we
know very little about the noise at the rest of these 13,000 airports serving
the general aviation fleet. We also realize we know very little about the
noise contribution of general aviation to the noise problem at our major air
carrier airports.

EPA has undertaken studies at the present time to predict the noise
exposure from these aircraft, both now and in the future, but the numbers of
aircraft and airports are so large that it will be some time before we have a
fully comprehensive national view of the scope of the problem. Now, surely,
general aviation noise is a serious problem at some airport but we at EPA have
no preconceived ideas about the severity of this problem and the extent to



which it may become a national problem. We cannot look at just the aircraft
or their operations, we must consider the airport as well. If land use around
the airport has evolved wisely, there may be little or no disturbance for the
community. On the other hand, ambient noise levels in the communities
surrounding general aviation airports may be significantly lower than around
our major commercial air carrier airports; thus, the general aviation noise
may be more intrusive for those neighborhoods than for people who live around
some of our commercial airports. Consequently, the fact that general aviation
aircraft are quieter than commercial jets is no reason for complacency; thus,
the possible noise problem associated with general aviation is not just a
technological matter. There are socio-economic and environmental implications
which must be considered as well.

We are anxious to hear from each of you in this conference concerning
the extent to which you believe, based on your experiences, that general
aviation is a problem today or will be one in the future. This will help
guide future studies by the Federal Government in this area and give us all a
sense of perspective on general aviation noise.

Now, if general aviation noise is today or will be in the future a
serious problem for this country, what can be done about it? I hope in this
conference we will hear a lot about that, but I think it will come as no
surprise to any of us that there is no single solution to a problem as complex
as aviation noise. In our experience in the commercial aviation noise area,
we have found that any realistic solution to the problem must combine actions
by a variety of parties, all taken in coordination with each other. Needless
to say, orchestrating such a control program is very difficult, particularly
when large investments have already been made on the basis of the status quo.
That is why working on the general aviation noise problem before it becomes a
national crisis is attractive. Prevention is usually much cheaper and much
easier to bring about politically than retrofit and abatement. Instead of
making investments obsolete, as we must do in some cases in the commercial
aviation area, a preventive program might be able to focus future investments
with 1ittle additional cost involved.

Now, when people talk about quieting any aviation problem they
usually think first about quieting the source of the noise, which in this case
are the aircraft themselves. Some steps have already been taken by the
aircraft industry to produce quieter aircraft and, for this reason, it is no
longer possible for us to talk about quiet propeller aircraft and noisy jets.
Some of our new jet aircraft today are quieter than propeller aircraft and,
hopefully, quieter operation is the trend for the future for both types of
aircraft. At the same time, NASA is conducting research with assistance from
EPA and FAA to develop quieter propeller-driven and jet-powered general
aviation aircraft. We are hopeful that some technological advances, even if
they are only small ones, will result. But, of course, there is no automatic
link-up between technological innovation in the laboratory and the
incorporation of such improvements in the aircraft of the future.

One of the difficult policy problems for any person in the Federal
regulatory arena, such as EPA or FAA, is the extent to which the manufacturers
can be expected to aggressively move ahead to incorporate new technology and
to develop new technology of their own instead of waiting to be forced to do
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so through some type of Federal, State or other local agency, or for that
matter, government regulation.

Quieting of the source of noise has proven to be in and of itself
insufficient to solve the commercial aircraft noise problem and may well prove
to be so in the general aviation area as well. Ways in which the aircraft are
flown and the way in which airports are developed and expanded can have a
major influence over the amount of noise exposure in the neighborhoods
surrounding general aviation airports. New takeoff procedures incorporated
now in an FAA advisory circular will provide considerable relief to airport
communities surrounding air carrier airports in the future if the circular is
complied with by the air carriers. Similar improvements in takeoff and

landing procedures might provide some relief from general aviation aircraft
also.

And then there is the area of land use control. This country has
been notoriously unsuccessful in controlling the land use around airports.
Even airports as modern and advanced as Dallas-Fort Worth, and Dulles in
Washington are now beginning to suffer from encroachment from residential
communities. Communities that once vowed that they would hold fast to
decisions to ban incompatible land uses are now caving in to the economic
pressures to allow residential development in areas impacted by the airport
noise. Thus, we can expect that even our airports which are built out in the
countryside will soon be subject to lawsuits by citizens who are outraged by
the increasing noise coming from these major facilities.

We need to seek stronger and more effective methods for controlling
land use around commercial airports. The question for us then at this
conference is whether such advances can be pioneered and perfected in the
general aviation area where economic pressures today are not quite as great as
they are around commercial airports but where the need in the future may be
just as great.

We have in this audience today and during this week, people who can
give us a good perspective on the potential for the various means of dealing
with general aviation noise. We have representatives here from Federal, State
and local governments, from the aviation industry, airport operators, aircraft
operators, aircraft manufacturers, representatives of environmentally
concerned groups, neighborhood representatives, leaders of the real estate and
Tending institutions of our country, and spokesmen of the air carrier airports
and military airports. Many of these groups have already had unique
experiences in dealing with general aviation airport noise. Some have been
involved in the adoption of regulations concerning general aviation airport
uses. Some have seen these regulations struck down or are now involved in
Titigation concerning aviation regulations.

A1l of us would like to share each other's experiences. 1 hope there
will be a mutual benefit from this exchange, and speaking for EPA we hope to
gain added insight into the ways in which all of us can work better together,
in the years to come. So I urge all of you to make your views heard. Is
there a general aviation problem today or will there be one in the future and,
if so, what is its extent? Are there ways of controlling this noise in the
future and how effective would each of these methods be? What actions need to
be taken by some or all of us to bring about these solutions?
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In order to make this conference a working conference -- that is,
more than a series of lectures -- we have restricted the total number of
participants. In many cases, you may be the only person at the conference
with a particular perspective. So please take an active role in these
discussions. Express your views so that they may affect the conclusions of
the conference and thereby the policies and actions of all of us in the future.

We in EPA Took forward to working for you during these next three
days.

DR. BRAGDON: This next session's presentation deals with an
evaluation of a land use planning matrix. The reason for establishing it was
to try to get a sense of who all the role players are that enter into the
process of decision making. It is interesting that all institutional groups
feel that they have the pulse of the interest group and can be the
spokesperson for that group, but if you take all of the associations and
affiliations individually, they do not constitute an answer. It really can
only be resolved in a greater understanding of the problem by the collective
involvement of all the disciplines and, really, that is what we have tried to
assemble here. I think from talking to Chuck among others, we have assembled
quite an interesting group of people who represent a divergent group of
opinions and interests and which I think is representative of sort of a
cutting edge of where things are. So, I am quite pleased to have all of your
participation, and if we cannot learn from one another then we are in trouble
because that is really what we are here for. This is not going to be any

lecture-type of setup and it is going to be the experience of everybody,
shared in a collective manner.

Essentially, this matrix was devised to try to get a handle on what
all these people are doing and what are the roles they have and maybe get a
better look at the problem of land use planning. Historically, it has been
left to some land use planners, quote, to get a handle on the process, and in
all honesty that is only one role player. What we are trying to do here is to
find out what the lending institutions are saying, what the regulatory
agencies are saying, what the private sectors, what the manufacturers through
their professional affiliations, fixed-base operators, proprietors, what are

all these people saying. Naming these all collectively reflects what the land
use is.

So today, essentially, land use management embodies the common thread
in which we are all working together in a group. Unfortunately, we have been
along a parallel track, each group doing their own thing; one, the mortgage
banker with the assistance of the professional planner; two, the regulatory
agencies and so forth. Today we can, hopefully, get off our single track and
work together in a matrix and that is what this little matrix is.

The land early reflects an indicator of cooperativeness or lack of
cooperativeness. If we look around an airport and see what is occurring,
whether it be, quote, the compatible or incompatible use, the degree of
compatibility reflects the value systems of the collective group that is
involved in decision making -- and that is really the final test of the
success or failure of land use management, the operation of the airport
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relative to its adjacent environment. If it is working properly, essentially
the incompatibilities are nominal or minimal.

There are real basic questions from a cost-benefit standpoint. As a
professional society, should we be spending great sums of money for taking
care of mistakes? Should the Atlanta Airport, the Los Angeles Airport, the
Minneapolis-St. Paul Airport be spending millions of dollars to correct
mistakes that have occurred? Had there been a dialogue at the outset could
some of this have been eliminated or minimized in a preventable way? That is
really what we are dealing with. The need for planning is critical. Everyone
in this room has, I am sure, a definition of what they think planning is and I
suspect if we took a definition of all those terms we would come up with
probably 15 different definitions.

And who is, quote, the planner? [ am sure the mortgage banker would
say the professional planner, the architect, the regulatory group. All these
groups feel that they are planning and surely they are but, again, in somewhat
of an individual way. The thing that brought this to a head was the
evaluation of 111 general aviation airports that I prepared in a report to
EPA. This evaluation was really to see to what extent in general aviation
there was recognition of a problem of: one, noise; two, what was the
magnitude of the problem; three, what were the strategies for recognizing that
problem; and; four, what were they doing about it,

In a summary of 111 airports in the United States, we found first of
all that 50% of the airport master plans being done for general aviation
airports did not even address the question of off-airport land use planning.
Now, these plans were done from the period 1974 to 1977, so we are not talking
about two or three decades ago; we are talking about a year, to a year and a
half ago, two years -- and that is significant. Fifiy percent of
comprehensive airport plans have not addressed off-airport land use
questions. Now, of those that did address that issue, we found that less than
25% were doing anything in a preventive way to minimize that impact. In other
words, noise was recognized but as a question of land use was not integrated
into the resolution of the problem. So if we look at 111 general aviation
airports and we find that only in this group something like 30 are even
addressing the question, much less resolving the question, then there is
concern and that is one reason why we are here today -- to see if we can
assist, There are, obviously, reasons for their lack of awareness, but I
think this is something we need to look at very carefully.

Now in terms of what we have attempted to do in this matrix, we have
attempted to develop two matrices. One is looking at how do we plan around
airports and, secondly, how do we implement plans around airports. The
planning, notoriously, is excellent in looking at what the problem is and,
generally, has been unsuccessful as a single party in doing anything about
it. Now that doesn't mean they are not doing something about it but it means
a collective approach, so we are looking at implementation as well as the
planning process.

Within this, the report contains four sections. The first is
evaluation of noise control measures. What are those noise control measures
that we can look at? The second identifies the parties that are involved in
planning and implementation, and parties in a very broad sense. Thirdly, we
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want to find out what role these parties have in, whatever term you may want
to use. And then finally what conclusions can we draw. '

What I would like to see, and hopefully -- many of you have expressed
this -- is a general road map that has all the rules to play the game and have
all those people interacting on that same road map -- so that we don't have 27
road maps, we have one. So at least we can get that type of group together
and concentrate and focus in on the issue.

In terms of noise control measures, we are really talking about two
types; remedial measures and preventive measures. Now the remedial measures
are those that must be applied when a problem already exists. In other words,
there are some incompatible conditions -- and these may include tax
incentives, airport noise reduction, airport operator controls, fair
disclosure, ordinance restrictions on private mortgage loans, housing
relocation, and many others. Now we are not saying that these are mutually
exculsive but we are saying that remedial measures are one set of strategies
that have to be applied to the airport planning process.

The second is a set or series of preventive measures, and preventive
measures are really to eliminate or reduce the potential for incompatible
development. As you will see later in the program, we are going to have
people talking about remedial strategies where they already have an existing
impact problem, and others will be talking about preventive measures where a
problem doesn't exist but they want to insure that a problem does not
develop. So those sets of conditions are going to be different and the
measures that may be necessary to be applied: such as the use of zoning,
subdivision regulations, building codes, capital improvements programming, fee
simple purchase, revolving purchase, installment purchase. These can be
preventive measures that can minimize potentially the problem of impact to the
given area.

The second area of this matrix deals with the parties. Who are the
people and where do they come from? Well, the parties, essentially, come from
both the public and private areas, public sector and private sector. All too
frequently the planning process incorporates the public sector. The land use
planners, many times, are regulatory agencies -- or at least the governmental
agencies had their dialogue with the public sector and excluded, either
intentionally or unintentionally, the private participation.

If, for example, the United States -- looking at HUD in terms of
mortgage approval in the United States -- a Federal policy is established to
have compatible development around airports through the lending process of
mortgages, this has an impact on maybe 30% of all mortgages in the United
States because they come through the public lending institutions or at least
they are supported through the public lending institutions by HUD. But
approximately 70% of all mortgages in the United States are handled through
the private sector, through places like lending institutions which are not
supported by HUD directly. So if we address the question of mortgage process
in terms of a strategy for land use planning, we have to look at it from the
viewpoint of the mortgage banker as well as the public sector. So this is the
type of thing that we must examine much more carefully.
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The public sector, again, is defined in the paper which you have, and
it is a broad spectrum. Certainly, it involves the local planning body, the
local governing body. Many times these are quite different groups, as you
have found out many times I am sure in public hearings. We are also talking
about the airport operator as a public operator, the State, sub-State regional
authorities and then the State administrative agencies, and we have
representatives from three different State offices -- California, Georgia, and
Maryland -~ in terms of aviation planning at the State level., Obviously, we
also have the Federal Government involvement, the FAA which we have
representatives from, HUD, as well as EPA. So all these groups play some role
in terms of the public sector.

Turning to the private side, we have the fixed-base operator, the
property owner as a private home owner or private individual, and we have
representatives from these groups: neighborhood organ1zat1ons and
environmental groups, real estate firms, private developers, private lending
institutions, aircraft engine manufacturers, planning and environmental
consultants who sometimes work for the public sector, sometimes for the
private sector. A1l of these groups collectively have some role to play in
terms of noise control measures.

Now, what we have done here is to try to construct a matrix that
deals with the level of involvement that these groups do play, and this
invalvement has either a direct involvement or indirect involvement, depending
on what the issue is. Chuck Elkins alluded to it earlier. The EPA is
involved in certain things in terms of conditions of aircraft but at the same
time the decision making about the land use is generally part of the home rule
process, or at least a locally determined process. So the role of EPA as a
Federal Agency, in terms of Tand use decision making, is a little different;
similarly with the FAA, in terms of what their responsibility is. Even
though a conference for airport master planning has to address the issue of
land use planning, the ultimate determination of the management of the land

use plan does not rest with the FAA, but has to be implemented by local
goverment.

Now, there are some interesting characteristics that can be
constructed to insure that the money that is being spent around airports
addresses the question directly, in terms of accountability. I think that is
one of the biggest problems we have in terms of effective land use planning.
No one is held accountable for the process of land use planning. There is an
interesting test case underway now for professional liability. It may deal
directly with decisions associated with environmental issues. Test cases now
in California and Nevada suggest that professional opinion may have some
inherent professional 1iability. Now maybe that is one of those roles that we
must be a little more aware of in terms of making decisions that are
accountable in terms of land use planning itself. An interesting concept --
it may be discussed during these next three days.

The interest in involvement, again, is to see what the direct
involvement is and then what is the indirect invoivement of these groups, and
what I will do shortly is show you the matrix which, unfortunately -- by
virtue of the size of the auditorium -- will not be able to be seen very well,
but will be best seen through the book that we have. However, we have talked
about the levels of party involvement, the level of actors in terms of
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solutions. Those that are directly involved are the parties who serve in an
advisory capacity, those directly involved with the party that has some
economic stake to those involved with it, parties involved in an
administrative or legislative or policy-formulation manner. That is one set
of involvement. Then there is a set of indirect involvements where the party
is participating in an advisory capacity, has no direct interest but is only
involved in an advisory capacity.

Interestingly, when talking with a mortgage banker about our concern
about airports, he related to me, "We are really not too concerned about the
impact around the airport. A1l we are concerned about is getting mortgages
approved and loaning money for mortgages." Well, in this particular case his
perception, in this individual's perception, is that they have a very indirect
involvement in terms of Tand use planning; they have a direct involvement in
terms of economics, but there is no association between the lending of money
for a mortgage and the potential impact that may be associated with the
environment. And yet we know of larger banks who are involved in this. Chase
Manhatten, in their environmental division, their mortgage banking group, now
has a specialist reviewing mortgages in terms of environmental noise. So it
depends on who you talk to and what their interests are.

The type of noise control measures are also put together in this
matrix. What we will do is show you the concept and spend very little time at
all trying to examine it. The main point is it is schematic in nature. This
is a report that was prepared for EPA dealing with the issue of general
aviation airports in eight southern states, which evaluated some 111
facilities from 1975 to 1977.

(Slide) This is the matrix. The important thing here is that you do
have a series of players that are described here. These are coded to your
book. Essentially, "A" at the top would deal with the public sector in terms
of the Government. The ones across are measures that could be applied in
terms of planning anyway, and the degree of involvement is shown there, D-1
through D-3 is a direct involvement, and I-1 though I-3 is an indirect
involvement. What I suggest here is that at any airport in the country,
whether you do it formally or informally, this type of matrix exists. What we
have done as a professional society of planning groups, we have gone down one
or two of these tracks and we made the letter "W" or the letter "V" and we
haven't looked north or south or to the top of us or underneath us.

Now we are going down a single line of track or maybe two or three
tracks, but we don't see the dynamics of these relationships with other
groups. And just to make a point: HUD, in the proper approval of mortgages
around airports and the policy of the private lending institutions in terms of
mortgages around airports and the policy of the private lending institutions
- in terms of mortgages around airports are two different philosophies and they
may not even know what each person's perspective is.

What this is attempting to do is to put it all onto one large map.
Complex? Yes, it is -- but at the same time, its complexity can audibly
resolve conflict if you at least know who is in the game. Many times, we play
the game but we don't have the same rule book. - One person is playing one way
and you another; you are playing with a slow pitch, another person is playing
the fast pitch; a case of one using a softball and one using a hard ball; one
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person has three outs, the other person has four outs. We are not on the same
wavelength,

So, that is what we are trying to do here these three days -- trying

to get everybody together to see where we can interrelate and understand the
dynamics of decisions.

This first one deals with the question of planning itself, at what
points are planning and process decisions made. The second one deals with
measures, what can you do and what type of implementation strategies can you
get involved in. 1 had a very interesting experience working in a consulting
capacity in Florida with the Chamber of Commerce in one of the larger
communities. Historically, Chambers of Commerce from the private sector have
shown very little direct interest in airport planning but that interest could
be cultivated. In this particular situation, they took the environmental
leadership in a large regional community in terms of getting resolutions so
they could use the airport as a dynamic force in terms of industrial and
economic development, rather than one of great conflict. So, the point here
is that all groups are interested in some type of dynamics in terms of an
airport issue. If you get the people involved -- whatever your role is, at
least get the people around the table.

This last week I have been working with a group that I have never
worked with, assessors. We will have one presentation from this group. It is
an extremely unique group and very foreign to me, but in many ways the
decisions of an assessor have a lot to do with the future form of a city;
whether one area is to be an area of growth or decay, whether an area is going
to be transitional from residential to non-residential uses. You can see very
easily on an assessor's report who is very, very aware of the process of
planning in a very formidable way. So from an economic standpoint, the real
estate appraiser or the real estate assessor has a role and that person should
be participating. At least, we should know the dynamics of where these people

are coming from in terms of an ultimate resolution on airport issues. So,
those are the formal comments.

I would just like to conclude with what is certainly a schematic.
This may not fit any given location but at least it is an attempt. What we
have done with this -- working with one of my Graduate Students, Jim Reese,
who has helped prepare this -- we have thought this through in a given
situation to see how it would work, but in no way would it work, obviously, in
a collective way, But it may fit in a given situation by changing different
blocks and so forth. At least, this is a think piece and I hope if we don't
do anything else as a conference that we have a greater appreciation of the
roles of different people in terms of where they are coming from in the
decision process and how we may work together to have a mutual interest that
can resolve a potential problem that could exist or may exist in the future.

At this time it is my pleasure to introduce John Wesler. I have
known John for a long period of time and I have known him in a variety of |,
capacities. One capacity, not in the program, is one which he previously had
and was with the Department of Transportation. John now has two hats with
FAA; he is Acting Associate Administrator of Policy and International Aviation
Affairs and also Director of Environment and Energy for the FAA. I am pleased
to introduce John Wesler.
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MR, JOHN WESLER: Thank you, Cl1iff, very much. My role here this
morning is really two-fold; one is to show that the FAA and the EPA do work
together -- because I am here -- and secondly, as formally shown in the
program, to provide some idea of the extent of general aviation and general
aviation activities in the United States as a basis or textual arrangement for
the subject of your three days of meetings here.

I also, while at the platform, would like to expound upon a couple of
ideas which we at the FAA have regarding noise abatement, particularly in
general aviation airports -- but I will do that in a minute.

In any discussion of general aviation it is probably a good idea
first of all to define the term. General aviation is not strictly defined in
any given place within the Federal Aviation Regulations which the FAA
promulgates to fulfill its mission of requlating air commerce; promoting,
encouraging and developing civil aeronautics; controlling the nation's air
space and protecting the public health and welfare. There is no definition of
general aviation, so in most of the work and the analysis which we do we
consider general aviation to refer to all civil aircraft operating in the
United States, except those that are operating under Parts 121 and 127 of the
Federal Aviation Regulations.

Now, I will probably tell you a little more about this than you
really want to know, but essentially in Part 121 and Part 127, we refer to air
carrier operations, fixed wing or helicopters or rotorcraft types of
airplanes. So in effect, insofar as we are concerned, general aviation does
not only include the recreational type of small, propeller-driven airplanes
which are most normally associated with general aviation, but also includes
air-travel clubs, air taxis, commercial operators of the smaller aircraft,
cargo carriers, and business-corporate jets, of course. For example, in 1977,
our last good census of general aviation type aircraft, there were thirty
707-720 aircraft included among general aviation aircraft. There were
twenty-seven DC8's, a hundred and ten DC9's, and fifty 727's. So general
aviation has encroached and incorporates a wide variety of types of aircraft.

I think our interests here these three days are basically in the
smaller aircraft and so I will try to address those and use those as
illustrations from now on. By the way, the Federal Aviation Administration
does publish a number of types of censuses for all kinds of aircraft,
including general aviation. One of these, for example we just published this
past April, has general aviation activity and avionic survey. This report is
available in the public domain, certainly -- and annually we compile and
publish aviation forecasts. We forecast aviation activity for 12 years into
the future. For those of you not in the Federal Government, 12 years may
sound like a rather weird period of time, but it allows us to do our budgeting
for two years beyond that; hence, the 12-year kind of prediction. And by the

way, this is the advance copy of the next forecast, which will be published at
the end of this month.

As I mentioned, there are roughly 193,000 general aviation aircraft
at present operating in the United States. This compares with something less
than 3,000 of the larger air carrier type aircraft, so you see that the vast
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majority of the aircraft are of the smaller G.A. type. These G.A. aircraft
are flown by something 1ike 800,000 active pilots. They fly something like 54
million recorded operations at airports with FAA towers, and there are only
something like 490 airports with FAA towers so this woefully underestimates
the number of operations by G.A. aircraft in this country.

By way of measure of sophistication of G.A. aircraft, of those 54
million operations, some 17 million of them are instrument operations which
indicate that about 31% of those operations are done by aircraft with some
sophisticated avionics equipment on board; they are not the simple Piper Cub
out flying for a weekend of recreation.

General aviation has grown significantly over the past five years and
it will continue to grow over the next 12 years, according to our forecast
here. 1In 1991, for example, we forecast that there will be slightly over
300,000 general aviation type aircraft in this country. That is an annual
increase of 3.9% in the number of aircraft alone in active use. There will be
something over 1.1 million active pilots, piloting an aircraft -- once again,
an annual percentage increase of about 2.8%. The hours flown will rise to
something like 64 million during 1991. We forecast because we are interested
in the workloads at our FAA facilities, and it is forecast that there will be
some 76 million recorded operations at FAA-controlled airports. About 40% of
those will be instrument operations, again reflecting the increased percentage
of sophisticated general aircraft with sophisticated avionics aboard.

We also forecast that corporate business flying will constitute a
growing proportion of G.A. activity but that purely recreational flying will
form a decreasing proportion of G.A. activity, and the reason is quite
obvious: the increasing cost of fuel is going to cut back somewhat the purely

recreational flying but will probably have very little effect on corporate and
business flying.

These statistics, as I mentioned, display only a portion of the G.A.
activity in the country. The operations listed, as I mentioned, are only
those that affect the FAA's workload; that is, those that have an FAA tower to
handle it in terms of approaches, landings, takeoffs and advisories. At the
beginning of this year there were 14,574 airports in the United States and of
those only 1,730 handled air carrier operations, so the difference is
something close to 14,000 that are purely G.A. airports, as we know them.

There are a large number of G.A. airports and, contrary to general
opinion, the number is increasing and it has been forecast to increase. The
number of airports is forecast to increase along with the aircraft
themselves. Now the forecasted growth of G.A. activity portends some growing
problems of the smaller G.A. airports. Just the sheer increase in number of
takeoffs and landings will increase the potential number of noise events.

Added to the absolute growth of the activity in the G.A. airports is
another factor. The potential danger of mixing operations of small and large
air carrier aircraft at major hub airports was tragically illustrated a year
ago last month at San Diego. As a part of its effort to improve air safety,
particularly all air carrier safety, but air safety in general, the FAA has
launched a program to improve what we call or refer to as "satellite" airports
Tocated around major hub airports across the country. We have announced a
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$100 million program over the next four years to improve the capabilities of
approximately 85 airports located around 56 hub airports across the country.
Their capabilities will attract general aviation and training operations away
from major hub airports and to those smaller satellite airports. There will
be more of this in the years to come. And so in addition to the sheer number
of operations of G.A. airports, there will be additional operations as
operations now being handled at major hub airports are attracted away from
those major hub airports. This will be a program to improve G.A. satellite
airports around those hubs, improve in the sense of better runways,
strengthened runways, more apron and parking area, better electronic and
avionic equipment for instrument landings and that sort of thing, for creative
purposes and for safe operation.

The Federal policy regarding aviation noise abatement was stated in
1976, and I am sure you are all familiar with the aviation noise abatement
policy statement that was issued jointly by the Secretary of Transportation
and the Adminstrator of FAA back in 1976. Although that is almost three years
old now, the principles stated in there are still valid and we still adhere to
them. It is out-of-date in some respects. For example, the Airline
Deregulation Act of last year has thrown some of the statements in there out

the window, but most of the pn1losophy that is stated in our policy statement
is still good

For example, there is still a shared responsibility among all
elements of the airport community for aviation noise abatement. The statement
defines very clearly what the Federal Government's role is. It defines that
as the control of aircraft noise at the source, that is the airplane itself,
the control of aircraft operations and management of the national air space
with minimum economic impact and for the highest degree of safety. It
provided funding to permit airport noise abatement projects, both planned and
concrete projects, and the support and encouragement of research and
development for noise abatement.

Now, we in FAA, naturally, feel that we have met those
responsibilities insofar as we could. We have issued and are continuing to
issue noise standards for most all types of aircraft, including small
propeller-driven aircraft -- unless small propeller-driven aircraft are
defined as those less than 12,500 pounds gross weight. A standard was issued
in 1976 for new designs, effective then, and beginning next year those
standards are applied to new production aircraft. So those aircraft produced
beginning next year will be quieter than previously in production.

We have also proposed noise standards for helicopters this past July,
so another type of aircraft will be covered in our noise regulation. We are
continuing to look at the stringency of those standards to see if technology
and economics will permit an increased stringency. We are meeting next week,
as a matter of fact, with several working groups of the International Aviation
Organization to addresss exactly this question, both on an international
front, as far as those things are concerned, and as far as I am concerned on a
national front. So we have, I believe, done our best to limit the noise at
the source, the aircraft itself.

We do control operatfons at FAA-controlled airports to minimize noise
as far as possible. This in itself is not a very easy thing, as I am sure
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most of you know, because we may divert the departure tracks and arrival
tracks to remove noise impact from one area of the community but somebody else
is going to get it and the new area is not happy. Our role here was to try to

make the least number of people unhappy because we are never going to satisfy
everyone.

We do provide financing for airport projects and we have proposed new
legislation under the Airport Community Development Program. Trust fund
legislation expires next year, and we have proposed the continuation of that
program to include additional eligible projects for noise abatement purposes;
operating systems, for example; land acquisitions for noise abatement
purposes; soundproofing of public buildings around airports -- and so we do
provide Federal funding and financial assistance for noise abatement
projects. And finally, we work closely with NASA and with industry itself in
trying to develop better noise abatement technology insofar as possible.

But obviously, the Federal efforts here are not going to solve the
noise problem and so the other elements of the airport community also have
responsibilities. Among those shared responsibilities are the airport
operators and state and local governments. This is largely what we are
talking about here these three days, the state and local governments and the
aijrcraft and airport operators themselves.

Although our subject here today is primarily land use planning, I
would like to concentrate first on a couple of things which we suggest, and we
recommend that airport proprietors could do to reduce the noise. Restricting
land uses for noise incompatibility is an agonizing task, as all of you know.
In many cases, it is an impossible task if the airport surroundings are
already developed. Typically, as has already been said, land use planning is
only feasible as a means of preventing further incompatible use and noise
impacts, rather than correcting those which are already present. The less
land that is affected, the easier is the case.

An airport proprietor is in an uncomfortable position. He finds
himself legally responsible and financially responsible for damages which
arise from the operation of his airport, and yet in many cases he sees that he
has little responsibility or even authority over the noise conditions at these
airports. He feels, generally, that the Federal Government has preempted
control over the noise generator, the airplane itself, and over the manner in
which the airplane is flown. So, what is left? Obviously, one of the things
that is left is the control or restriction of the use of that airport, either

in terms of hours of use or in terms of types of aircraft that may use his
airport.

There have been curfews imposed at certain places which, in general,
we think are quite appropriate, so long as the curfews are based on a real
need for noise abatement and are imposed in a non-discriminatory manner. The
usual second Constitutional test of undue burden on interstate and foreign
commerce generally doesn't apply to G.A. airports, but the test of
discrimination does. For example, in several cases across the country -- and
Santa Monica has been a recent example of this -- use restrictions have been
placed in the sense of a jet ban. Whereas, one type of aircraft has been
banned from use of an airport because it is, quote, noisy, unquote, we feel --
and the Court agrees with us -- that that type of restriction for noise
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purposes is illegal. There are some jet aircraft that are alot quieter than
some propeller aircraft and that, therefore to restrict jet aircraft because
they are, quote, noisy, unquote, is discriminatory. We have done tests to

substantiate this and, as I mentioned, the initial Court findings in Santa
Monica have upheld this position.

We feel, however, that there is a way to restrict aircraft at
airports on the basis of noise. In support of this approach we have recently
published our Advisory Circular Number 36-3, dated May 29th, 1979. For those
of you who have not seen this, it is essentially a listing in order of noise
level of all the aircraft for which we have valid data at the three FAR-36
measurement locations. Essentially, we have listed, in terms of maximum
A-wave sound level, the noise levels of a wide variety of aircraft in
descending order of noise level. These noise levels are based on standardized
tests, following procedures defined in our standards, and they thus proved

what we consider to be a viable and directly comparable and standardized set
of noise values.

An airport operator may then, we feel, limit the use of his airport
to aircraft that generate no more than a fixed noise level based on this
standardized listing. And he has available to him, through our advisory
circular, a non-arbitrary and, we think, a non-discriminatory basis for
determining which type of aircraft should be restricted. The actual noise
Timit, of course, should depend upon the degree of noise protection that the
airport needs and, of course, an airport operator will need to examine

carefully just what restriction will do to the airport and the aircraft
operators.

It is often tenmpting to install a microphone off the end of the
runway and use direct measurements as a means of restricting aircraft. Aside
from the technical complications and the expense of such an approach, we
oppose such restrictions on the basis of safety. Pilots -- and especially
some of the less-experienced pilots who may be using general aviation airports
-- may be tempted to beat the box in such instances by flying in an unsafe or
potentially unsafe manner in order to reduce the noise over the monitoring
points. In addition, the constantly changing propagation and meterological
conditions will cause the noise levels at a given point to change from day to
day, even though the same aircraft is flown consistently in the same manner;
thus, a pilot is never certain that he or she will meet the set, measured
noise limit each time he or she flies that aircraft and may be tempted to
alter the flight procedure just to be sure. We believe that the standardized
noise levels that are presented in our Advisory Circular 36-3 provide a better
means for restricting aircraft use at an airport rather than the use of
monitoring single-event levels.

In summary, I have tried to say that general aviation activity is
growing, as you know, and will continue to grow in the foreseeable future.
Although individual noise levels of new-generation aircraft will become
quieter as our noise standards become increasingly effective, the sheer volume
of activity may cause additional problems at some airports. Land use controls
and land use zoning are difficult to impose and represent, essentially, the
last resort in airport noise abatement. We feel that there are constitutional
and practical means for restricting airport use for noise control purposes.
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MR. PETER Q. ESCHWEILER: Peter Eschweiler, Westchester County, New
York. Could you go over again the distinction that you made on the use of
your new Advisory Circuiar, between the previous practice of trying to
discriminate against the jet operations because jets were noisy and the
ability to discriminate against the noisier airplanes on your list? It is
still discrimination, is it not? How are you going to get around that test?

, MR. WESLER: Well, the discrimination is on the basis of the main
thing which you are attacking, and that is noise. If the reason for
restricting use of an airport is noise, then noise should be the basis on
which the restriction is imposed. Now, we have essentially listed the noise
levels under standardized, measured conditions of all kinds of aircraft, both
propeller-driven and jets. To ban jet aircraft because they are jet aircraft
is discriminatory. We have shown and we have data to prove that some jets are

quieter than some props. To limit those jets because of noise is
discriminatory.

We propose the use of the standardized tests rather than a local test
or a local continuous measurement because they are literally standardized;
they are directly comparable. If an aircraft is noisier on this Tisting, we
feel it will be noisier in the field -- even though it may not be operated in
exactly the way our standard test procedure is. It will be comparable on the
basis for which the restriction is imposed, noise.

MR. WILLIAM J, CRITCHFIELD: Bill Critchfield, Torrance, California.
You have described FAR-36 as somewhat a clinical evaluation of noise
characteristics of aircraft. Our experience has been that in many cases the
aircraft is extremely noisier than your stadards would indicate when
operating. My question is: does the FAA plan to improve on the standards for

operators of the aircraft in anyway in terms of regulation or guidelines to
flight standards?

MR. WESLER: Well, the first point is that our FAR-36 finds that
noise levels are not representative of the noise levels actually used in the
field. This is quite so. This is an inherent part of the standards. The
standards are literally that, a standardized procedure, a standardized method
for measuring the noise and the degree to which noise-making technology could
be included in the aircraft. They are not necessarily representative of the
way the aircraft is flown in service. It is quite so that aircraft may be

noisier in the field, operating day to day, because of different operating
procedures.

So far as controlling the operation of the aircraft themselves at the
various airports, we attempt to do this through our air traffic control
procedures. These procedures, in general, are advisory in nature; they are
not mandatory because in the last resort it is the pilot himself who decides
what is safe and when he should deviate from the advisory type of direction.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: This is why I was asking if you were going to do it
through flight standards to, let us say, tighten up the standards for
obtaining a pilot's license to fly these aircraft and including noise

abatement techniques and procedures in the syllabus for flight training on the
crew of FAA flight students.
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MR. WESLER: To the best of my knowledge, they are, or should be if
they are not. T know that our check pilots, for example, do emphasize noise
abatement takeoffs for the air carrier pilots, at least, and for the
commercial pilots. Perhaps this is not as stressed as it could be for general
aviation or the everyday pilot. But you are right, that educational processes

are needed. We have been attempting this and you are saying we have not been
very successful,

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Well, we have been reasonably successful as a local
proprietor. Unfortunately, I am having a little trouble with my local flight
standards district offices.

MR. WESLER: Let me know.
MR. CRITCHFIELD: I will.

MR. WESLER: But I think this is a valid thing for an airport
operator or proprietor to do. Education is not alone the FAA's job; it is
everybody's, including airport proprietors.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Our concern, as yours, is safety but I don't
believe that safety is that big a problem from our experience.

MR. WESLER: Yes, sir?

MR. RICHARD W. PROCUNIER: Richard Procunier from San Francisco. 1
was going to ask just a quick question first. Do you have any idea the

percentage of fuel that general aviation consumes compared to commercial
aviation?

MR. WESLER: I don't have that data available.
MR. PROCUNIER: That would be interesting.
MR. WESLER: It is a very small percentage.
MR. PROCUNIER: 1It's a very small percentage.

ATTENDEE: If you compare it by a gallon, all aviation consumes about
one tablespoon full per gallon of fuel consumed for all purposes in the United
States.

MR. WESLER: That is quite so -- something like three-tenths of a
percent.

MR. PROCUNIER: I want to talk a little bit about safety and
particularly your concern about putting in a training facility which would not
only impact noise but also safety in urban areas, moving them from urban areas
and attracting them to outside areas. I think that is a very important
situation. Not only the dramatic situation at San Diego but just in the
regular, routine G.A. operation -- especially with low-experienced pilots --
the safety record is not all that great, and first-time or several-time pilots
pose really a public health and welfare hazard in urban areas. You talk about
improving the runways at these more remote locations, so I am wondering if
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there is not a way we can also encourage that through either the training or
availablity of pilot instructors -- some active encouragement.

Also, I think the FAA could, in a way that the DOD does, calculate
safety hazards around airports and in that way, when the local decision makers
become aware of the hazards over their areas from civil aviation aircraft in
training operations, we cut down the number of operations and thereby the
noise impact and safety hazards in urban areas and encourage them to move to
the more remote areas.

MR. WESLER: I agree with you, Dick. Training is an essential part
of aviation; if we are ever going to improve the safety, obviously we need
training. There are clear zone requirements for any runway under the FAA
Regulations. Those clear zones are essentially safety-oriented and require a
certain clearance, among which are the highest obstructions within a conical,
if you will, or trapezoidal area approaching each runway.

MR. PROCUNIER: Actually, the way DOD does it, it puts numbers down
-- you know, quantifies it. We have had requests in San Francisco for that
kind of information and it just doesn't seem to be available.

MR. WESLER: No, I think certainly the Department of Defense has done
a far better job in that than we have. I suspect there may be some feeling
within the FAA of scaring off people because of airport potential danger. 1
think the illustration of Thurmon Munson from the Yankee baseball team
recently represents the potential danger in the less-experienced aircraft
pilot. I agree with what you say.

MR. PROCUNIER: Because of the ecomomic impact -- the schools want to
locate in the urban areas; that is where the customers are. So, I think we
have to counter that by offering really active encouragement, not just
improving the facility; really saying, "Look, you really want to be located
out here where it is safe to fly over the population and there is less noise
impact." Thank you.

MR. WESLER: I agree with you. Joe?

MR. JOSEPH R. LEWIS: I have a question on Federal funding. Right
now Federal funding is dependent upon the airport operator requesting it. In
other words, the community could not request Federal funding from the FAA to
set up a number of monitoring stations around an airport. I am particularly
referring to the awful situation at Kennedy, where the one monitor the Port
Authority has at the end of only seven of the eight runways is really
nothing. We would Tike to see about 22 monitors around the airport and we
would like to see the FAA do this. But as I understand it now, the only one
to request that would be the Port Authority, the operator of the airport, not
-- let's say offhand -- the City of New York.

MR. WESLER: Well, Federal funding for that sort of thing is
restricted to the airport sponsor, that is the operator of the airport. That
is correct.

|

MR. LEWIS: Well, the point is: does it use just exclusively the
economics of the situation and things like that -- which are really a
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fallacy? I think it is something that should be looked into. The local
government should be able to apply further for these things. I would like to
point out something that possibly some people are not aware of. We talked
about FAR-36 noise levels. The only time the airplane has to meet that is
when it comes off the production line., That's it. Take the 747. The first
time it came into Kennedy Airport it came over us at about 500 feet. We

- didn't know he was there until we looked up and saw him and we heard him later
and I can tell you we can hear the 747 coming in there now. So the whole
system is really all mixed up. It doesn't mean anything,

MR. WESLER: To contradict something which you said, it is not the
test of the prototype or the first off the production line that is the only
time that they are tested normally. That is correct for noise, but the
quality assurance of all aircraft coming off the assembly line insures that
technology is in that prototype.

MR. LEWIS: When you go for your driver's license, whoever is there

can grant your license if you can drive at the sustained speed limits -- and I
say it is the same thing with FAR-36.

DR. BRAGDON: Thank you, John. Our next speaker is Lucie Searle.
Lucie is Community Liaison with the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission in
Boston. We are pleased to have her here today to speak to us on the issue of
State perspectives on land use planning. Lucie Searle.

'MS. LUCIE G. SEARLE: Thank you, I am delighted to be here as a
participant in the Conference on General Airport Noise and Land Use Planning.
It is a subject that is close to our hearts and our ears in Massachusetts, so
I welcome this opportunity to be here today to share with you our thoughts --
which are from the perspective of one State.

When 1 was putting together my remarks for today, I ran across an
article which I wanted to share a quote with you from because I thought it was
pretty interesting. It is entitled: “Airplane, Stay Away From My Roof." The
author writes, "You move out from the noise of the city and you pay a premium
to be away from the railroad. You go to a lot of trouble and expense to get
on a side street, away from the buses and trucks. So, what do you get? Right
along with a big mortgage, neighbors, a mangy lawn and a leaking basement, you
get planes. It turns out that your quiet residential street is a boardwalk
for modern aviation, and the planes come over as if you had put suet out for
them." This article appeared in a 1947 issue of Saturday Evening Post. It
was cited at an earlier aviation conference that was sponsored by the National
Aeronautic Association in 1947. It was used in a speech at that time,
entitled: "Making Neighbors of Airports." Obviously, somewhere between then
and now we have not followed a lot of the advice and a lot of solutions or I
suspect we would not be here today.

We have a general aviation noise problem in Massachusetts that
impacts not only airport neighbors, like the writer of this article, but also
threatens the viability of several of our key suburban G.A. airports. Because
of noise, we are having a great problem of carrying and maintaining what we
already have. We have a problem of carrying runways and taxiways, not to
mention extending or adding new runways. In fact, if you really want to have
a showdown between airport and neighbors, try to put in an instrument landing
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system -- I think this is quite irrational, but there is a great concern that
it is going to generate more operations, which is going to lead to more noise.

I have to relate this to John Wesler's point about FAA efforts to
improve reliever airports. In Massachusetts, our reliever airports do not
want this kind of improvement because they are convinced it is going to
generate more noise, so we do have a problem there.

The solutions to our noise problem today I suspect are just about the
same ones which were identified in 1947; noise control at the source by
manufacturing quieter aircraft, operating procedures, and land use contols.
From the State perspective, I am going to review each of these with you and
give you an idea of what our experience has been on each of these three
elements., When I talk about our experience, I refer to a State system of 25

publicly owned airports and another 25 that are privately owned and open to
the public.

We have, as you know, one major air carrier airport, that is in
Boston, Logan, and all the rest of our airports are almost entirely general
aviation. Some have a few air carrier operations but G.A. is the primary
use. To try to pinpoint the problem, I have to say that our G.A. noise
problem is concentrated on our Greater Boston Area where our most important
G.A. airports are, where our most active ones are. The remainder do not have
a problem now but we are working on a preventive basis with those.

To get to the first point, source control. This is primarily a
Federal and industry responsibility. From a State veiwpoint, we believe that
a great deal remains to be done there, particularly with piston-engined
propeller aircraft. These are the biggest users of our G.A. airports, whether
it is for touch-and-go operations that are associated with flight training or
whether it is with the business fleet. The prop aircraft are the biggest part
of the business fleet and those are the biggest users of our G.A. airports,

Prop noise could be contolled by reducing propeller-tip speed and
this can be done by a slower turning prop or a multi-bladed prop. From what I
have been able to learn, we are already aware of a great deal of knowhow that
goes back many years -- and additional research is going on right now on how
to build a low-noise prop. This is being done by M.I.T. and NASA under a
program that is being sponsored by the EPA. It seems to me that what is
missing here is the incentive; partly because it is only in recent years that
general aviation airport neighbors have started to flex their political
muscles and also for the other part, because FAA's FAR-36 standards for light
props present little or no challenge to the industry.

I have to disagree very strongly with my good friend, John Wesler, I
don't think the FAA is doing its best. Since FAR-36 was established in 1969,
the modest standards that were set for light props -- and here we are talking
about props that were under 12,500 pounds -- these standards have not been
amended to require more stringent noise levels. The result is that the vast
majority of props in our fleet have for sometime met FAA's lenient standards.
I should point this out. I want to give this example here because I think
this is very important. The marketplace right now can do better than what the
standards are and I want to give you a couple of examples.
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Cessna has come out with a single engine, the 182Q. It makes 69.1
decibels at a 1,000-foot flyover. The FAA standards for this plane are 77.9.
They are about eight (8) decibels higher than what the marketplace can already
do. The Cessna-152 is 65 dBA on flyover. The FAA standards require 71.8.
Piper comes out with a single engine that makes 68.8 at a 1,000-foot flyover,
while the FAA only requires a 77.9 So the marketplace could already do
better than the ones on the books. We are not even talking about technology,
which I am arguing is there to permit us to do even better.

From the industry's point of view, one obstacle may be the enormous
cost and complexity of FAA certification of even the slightest design change.
This is a situation which, obviously, discourages innovation. And I also want
to acknowledge that there are some manufacturers that are doing a good job
here, as I have pointed out. The cnes I am familiar with are Cassna and Piper
and I think from what I can learn that they have made these gains primarily by
Towering the RPM's with these single engine aircraft.

I was very pleased to see that Stan Green of GAMA is on the program
and T think we will probably be learning a lot more from him on this, I am
very anxious to hear what he has to say. At any rate, it is our opinion and
our experience that the compelling case can be made for tightening these
standards, particularly when we remember that the prop fleet does not turn
over very quickly, Some props are with us for a long time.

There is what I call a back door approach to dealing with this
Federal regulatory intertia, which my own Commission has refused to sanction
so far, partly because of the chaos that we think would result from airport to
airport and State-to-State, and also because my Commission does not want to be
regarded as a State with an anti-business image -- which we hear is suspected
by many. This back door approach is the setting of maximum aircraft noise
standards by the airport nroprietor. Now, if I understood John Wesler
correctly, he is promoting this approach. How does a proprietor set his own

standard? Let me give you an example of an experience we have just gone
through in Massachusetts.

One of our key G.A. airports in the Greater Boston Area proposed to
set a noise level that was more stringent than FAR-36, but for several reasons
my Commission turned the proposal down. The point I want to make is that we
would like to tie our statewide source control policy to a national noise
standard such as FAR-36, but it becomes increasingly hard to do this when the
FAA's present standards for light props are so weak. Now enough about props.

The effort to quiet the business jet fleet is, in my opinion, another
story and a much better one. Here I believe we have been more successful.
The design standards first set by the FAA in 1969 were tightened in 1977 and
have a production cutoff date for older, noisy models that was set in 1975.
There is hardly an airport neighbor in my State that cannot tell you about the
Cessna Citation. The quietness of this plane is appreciated and very
recognized. There are others that have similar impressive noise records ~-
and here I think of the Falcon 10, the Westwind and the newer Lear jets. We
have documented at one of our G.A. airports that over 40% of the business jet
fleet is made up of these quieter, smaller, turbo jets like the Citation. And
it wouldn't surprise me to learn that many of our other airports -- I do not
have the figures, but it would not surprise me to learn that their business
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jet fleets are becoming composed more and more of these quieter planes. The
point is that the FAA standards have been tighter here and that technology and
the marketplace have responded.

The operating procedures is the second of the three-part solution.
This involves designing site specific measures that address an airport's
particular noise problems. In Massachusetts, the kind of things that we have
used have included prescribed flight paths, preferential runways, requirements
that touch-and-go airplanes be airborne in the first half of the runway, time
of day and seasonal restrictions for touch-and-go operations, and designated
areas for runups. We have found the most effective results come after we have
a participatory effort that involves airport neighbors and users as well as
responsible Federal, State and local officials. Operating particularly if
some non-residential areas still exist over which aircraft can be diverted.
Also, I think operating procedures often offer the only tangible relief that
airport areas can feel right now.

When I think about operating procedures at our G.A. airports, I
cannot help but single out the National Business Aircraft Association, NBAA,
which has been a leader in developing procedures and spreading the noise
abategent message among its members, and I think they deserve to be recognized
for this.

One firal point on procedures that we have found, and that is to get
the most out of our procedures we believe we need more help from the FAA tower
controllers at those airports that have towers. We know that they cannot
enforce our local rules, but we think we can use much more help from them in
reminding and informing pilots of what is in effect at that local airport.

Land use is the third of the noise abatement trio that I have
identified. It is the most critical and challenging task of all. It is
undoubtedly a local and State responsibility; although I think there is a
Federal role, primarily in the financial area. Here are some observations and
highlights, based on our experiences:

In our State, and I suspect this is true in many others, land use is
a very closely guarded local function. A large part of this, I suspect, is
because of property tax implications. Our one effort in 1976 to enact State
legislation that would have required local governments to exercise land use
controls near airports was unsuccessful. It was very controversial, primarily
because the local powers and the localities felt they were being threatened.
The problem, of course, is compounded by the fact that you need land use
planning not only on the part of the municipality that owns an airport or in
which the airports are located but also on the part of abutting communities.

We have in Massachusetts the classic story of what not to do. One of
our more important Boston-suburban G.A. airports, Beverly Airport, is located
about 35 miles north of Boston and is owned by the City of Beverly. A very
small part of it is found in the Town of Danvers and abuts a third community,
the Town of Wenham. When the airport was sited back in the 1940's it was
totally undeveloped land around the airport. In the very late 60's a
developer purchased a large farm in the Town of Danvers and put in several
hundred homes. Some of these are less than 400 feet off the end of the
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largest runway. The situation is a no-win one for the pebp]e who have had
noise abatement restrictions imposed on them.

What are we doing on the State level to try to prevent this from
happening? Basically, four things: providing technical assistance, promoting
airports as economic and transportation assets -- what I call "jawboning and
moral suasion" -- and involving recruits in the cause. On the first one,
providing technical assistance, this is a large part of my job. It means
working with local planning boards and seeing if there are things that can be
done by us on a site-specific basis. Can we buy land? Can we rezone a parcel
from residential to industrial or commercial-owned space; subdivision control,
permits, notice to prospective residents that there is an airport nearby?

Because I have spent so much time going around and needed to have a
laundry list, I have put together what we call the Guide to Compatible Land
Use Planning Near Aijrports in Massachusetts. This is kind of a soup-to-nuts
cookbook that lists all of the kinds of strategies and ideas that we could

come up with. I would love to have people here take a look at it and give me
suggestions for improving it.

The second point: remind the communities of the economic and
transportation value of their airports. Somewhere between the early days of
aviation when a municipality was willing to give its eye teeth for an airport
and today's no-growth, environmental philosophy, many of our cities and towns
in Massachusetts have forgotten or they have lost sight of the value of their
airports. I am convinced that my job would be a 1ot easier as far as
persuading the planning boards that they ought to rezone a certain parcel to
prevent rasidential development, I am convinced that it would be an easier
task if they saw some direct relation between their role of protecting the
airport and the airport's contribution economically to that city or town.

Most of our G.A. airports in Massachusetts just about break even.
They do not directly enrich the local coffers, and in most cases there is a
good deal of tax-exempt land that is tied up. So all of this makes it
difficult to quantify the value of our G.A. airports.

What are we trying to do about this? We have been pointing to
airports as generators of jobs, both on the airport and as a way of attracting
industry to the area. We have been doing this through papers, through
articles, through talks. We have also been recommending that when airport
master plans are done, the master planners or consultants be required to talk
about the airport's economic role, both now and in the future. I brought with
me an article that I prepared for an industry magazine, talking about
corporate flying in Massachusetts. This is an example of how we are trying to
show some relationship between the need for land use planning to protect the
airports and the economic contribution that they make.

The third, what I call jaw-boning and moral suasion, I think can best
be illustrated by an example. About three years ago, the City of Worcester
announced plans to build an industrial park near their airport and this is
something that we applauded very much. As a part of this plan, they were
going to run a very sophisticated, limited-access highway up to the airport
and this would permit the industrial park to get built because the whole area
is land-locked. As soon as the plan was announced, an abutting land owner
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realized that his property became immensely more valuable and he proposed to
put in almost 500 homes on a 130 acre parcel that he owned.

This was entirely a local matter. The State of Massachusetts had no
legal authority there but we used what I call jaw-boning, moral suasion. From
the State Secretary of Transportation on down, we pointed out all the reasons
why this was a very bad thing to do, on the inconsistency of promoting
industrial development on one side of your airport and permitting homes on the
other. A local pilot’s group applied pressure. We carted it through the A-95
review process. At the time, I was fairly new at my job and I was really
determined that this thing should not fall through the cracks. [ even called
in Bob Miller from Bolt, Beranek & Newman, who was doing noise consultant work
with us at that time, to help make a case as to why this should not happen.

It just so happened that Congress has recently renewed ADAP in 1976
to permit up to 90% Federal funding to acquire land or interest therein to
promote noise compatibility. We went ahead and prepared a grant application
for the City of Worcester and I rushed around telling the City mothers and the
City fathers that I was sure we would be able to get Federal funding for them
for this project. Well, it turned out we did not -- and I will explain that a
little later. However, the City went ahead with their own money and, much to
their credit, spent the $160,000 to buy 130 acres. 1 am told that thanks to
my repeated assurances that I could get them Federal money, this parcel has
ben unofficially named the Lucie Searle Memorial Park.

On the fourth tack, involving recruits, this is my way of saying that
at least in Massachusetts we have to do a better job of getting help from
people who know more about land use than we do. My staff at the Aeronautics
Commission is made up of primarily engineers and pilots, which is fine from
the aviation point of view but it does mean, when we come to land use
planning, we do not have all the expertise we need, and we need to get some
help. There are a couple of things we are trying to do on this score. One is
-- and I suspect this is true in many States -- that we have these regional
planning agencies. Our State is divided up into regional planning
authorities. In the past, they have been primarily highway oriented. We are
trying very much to get them to do aviation planning because our airports are
regional facilities, they are not municipal facilities and when you talk about
land use you need to approach it as a regional problem.

There has been a bill before Congress -- it may be in the ADAP Bill,
I am not sure -- but there is a bill that would provide money for these
regional planning agencies to hire aviation planners so that we could correct
some of this highway imbalance that we have had in the past. The second

example I can give you makes me go back to my story about Beverly Airport,
which is located in the midst of three communities.

Recently, the regional planning agency for Beverly, which is the
Greater Boston Regional Planning Agency, took on a joint study at the request
of these three communities and they wanted a study of the area where the three
communities come together, which is right around the airport. They have come'
out with this study just in time for me to bring it with me. I am going to
show it to you because it is the first time we have had a regional planning
agency get involved with one of our airports on the land use question. They
have come out with a good plan and they have come out with all their
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recommendations. On the other side, we don't necessarily agree with all of
the recommendations but the point is here that it was the first time they have
ever met with an airport commission, so we are trying to make some strides
there. As I said earlier, land use controls are, undoubtedly, a local and
State responsibility, but I also alluded to a Federal role.

To tell you what I have in mind here, I will have to go back to my
Worcester story. I explained that we were trying to get 90% Federal funding
under ADAP for Worcester; however, what happened is when the FAA Regulations
came out it was pretty clear that Worcester would not qualify because the
noise levels there were not high enough for the FAA guidelines to apply.

Now, Worcester is an air carrier airport. They have only two
operations a day by Delta. Almost all of their operations are general
aviation. I use it as an example because it is very similar to our other G.A.
airports where we didn't have a noise problem. Now, we had a 1ot of land that
we could buy but by the Federal standards this airport was simply not
eligible. This would be true of all our G.A airports under these existing
guidelines, so you have kind of a "Catch 22" situation. Again, on a national
level, this is the third year that Congress has considered Federal noise
legislation and each bill has contained a provision for land use compatibility
planning, but the bills apply only to air carrier airports.

We, in Massachusetts, every time we have given testimony on these
noise bills, have said why don't you include G.A. airports; at least include
the 11 commuter airports. Now, it is not my intention to be critical of the
FAA or Congress on this score because I realize it would be impossible to fund
all of the land use requests that you would get. Noise is noise and it is
understandable that FAA guidelines would favor the noisier airports. My point |
is that this usually leaves out the G.A airports.

It seems to me that there is one way, possible, to get out of this
bind; that is to make block grants to the States. There is reason to be
optimistic here because the ADAP bills, the bills to renew the Airport
Development Aid Program that are before Congress ~-- there are three of them.
One is a proposal of Senator Howard Cannon of Nevada: one is the proposal of
the Administration, and the third does not yet have a sponsor but has been
carefully thought out by the National Association of State Aviation
Officials. These ADAP renewal proposals call for block grants to the States.
It seems to me if we could get this, this would be some funding we could use
on the land use planning for our G.A. airports.

In one other area where I could see how the Federal Government could
make life easier for all of us is by eliminating the alphabet soup we have to
deal with when we try to designate a measurement -- a system for measuring
noise and another system for measuring impact on so on and so forth -- and
designate one system for measuring noise and describing its impact. I wish we
could just get on with it because it is terribly confusing,

I have concentrated on the land use part of the three solutions

partly because 1 think it is the most difficult task and partly because it
makes up half the title of this conference, as I think it should.
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So to recap what I have said: yes, we do have a noise problem in our
G.A. airports in Massachusetts and primarily at the most important, active
ones where we have got a real problem now. There are also lesser active ones
where we are at the preventive point. 1 think the solutions are well known;
they have been around for some time. It all boils down to source control,
which is legally an industry problem and a Federal responsibility. We need to

make better use of the technology we have. Standards for light props must be
tightened.

The second, operating procedures. These can provide meaningful noise
relief to our airports now and are site specific. The only exception here are
the NBAA procedures which are based on power management and those are
appropriate at any airport. Our major task on procedures is spreading the
word among pilots and getting them to follow the procedures. The aviation
press has helped here and I would 1ike to single out, particularly, Business
and Commercial Aviation, which has a noise column covering a different airport

every month., Very useful! We could, of course, use more help from our FAA
tower controllers.

Land use control requires action from local governments. Thus far,
this has been the weakest 1ink in the chain., We in Massachusetts have been
unsuccessful. I would urge other States to very seriously consider
legislation which would give them clout in this area, which is a local
matter. 1 see friends of mine here from Maryland and also from the State of
California. They are the only two States that I know of that have been
successful in getting a noise bill through their legislatures. 1 hope that we
will have a chance to hear from them at some point on this score.

And the third point -- and I made this earlier -- was that our
ability to purchase land near our G.A. airports would be improved if our
chances of getting Federal money to do the job were better. I think the way
out of this is to urge more block grants to the States in the Area of ADAP.

These are what we see as solutions from the perspective of the State
- of Massachusetts, and what needs to be done to apply these solutions. I am
looking forward to hearing from the rest of the people on this program in the
next two and a half days because I think there is a chance to get much more
specific about the general points that I have made. Thank you very much.

MR. JAMES K. THOMPSON: Jim Thompson, Consultant for Operations
Research, Inc. You stated that your main noise problems are in the areas
where there are a lot of people and that the other airports don't seem to have
the problem. 1Is it possible that the airports out in the boondocks have no
problems because they only affect two or three families, and two or three
families either do not know know or --

MS. SEARLE: Sure, I think it is two things: they are not as active,
most of them probably have under 100,000 operations a year, and: secondly,
they don't have the residential development around them.

'MR. THOMPSON: So knowing whether there is or is not a problem in the
rural areas is really technical; is it not? You have to know what the noise
exposure is and where people are; that is, each one is a specific, technical
problem.
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MS. SEARLE: I think it is, but I think a lot of times we make it
more technical than we really have to. A lot of it is common sense.

“MR. THOMPSON: You couldn't get at it from numbers of people?

MS. SEARLE: No, I don't think you could. At one of the airports I
spend the most time dealing with, the noise level is not any greater than the
ambient noise level. The ambient noise level in the Town of Norwood is
between 50 and 55 Ldn, and off the airport boundaries the noise level
generated by the airport is not any greater than that but we have a terrible
community problem. Part of it is single-event noise where you have an
occasional business jet or occasional noisy prop.

MR. JOHN M. TYLER: I have several comments and I don't think I will
take up them all. Mostly, I agree with what you have said.

MS. SEARLE: Thank you.

MR. TYLER: What I would like to mention is more or less reinforcing
your comments. You mentioned that people oppose ILS's on general aviation
airports. It has been my experience that when an ILS is proposed for an
airport there is an environmental impact statement made which invariably says
that after the ILS has been installed the noise will be reduced below what it
was before the ILS was installed. This is a standard routine.

MS. SEARLE: Because of less missed approaches and that sort of thing.

MR. TYLER: Yes, and the people who buy the ILS know perfectly well
the reason for putting the ILS in is because they would like to increase the
traffic and they know that aircraft are more likely to be based there if there
is an ILS system which allows them to operate under all weather conditions.

So this is merely one step in the process of increasing the operations at the
aiport. Therefore, people oppose the environmental impact statement on the
basis that they know they are being deluded by this information with regard to
the real purpose of the ILS. We all agree that improved safety is highly
desirable but we would like to have people, our airports in particular,
explain honestly what the plans are. You can read in the terminal area
forecast that this particular airport is expected to double its operation in a
certain number of years and they are saying it's going to be reduced.

ATTENDEE: I don't agree with the gentleman's statement.

MS. SEARLE: I will say that we have gone back and forth with this
and our Regional FAA Office can cite a number of airports where they put ILS
on and the traffic is not changed, the number of operations. That may be a
function of the location of the airport.

MR. TYLER: This could well be.

MS. SEARLE: I think you express the airport neighbors' point of view
very well and I think I pointed out another side of it, so it is good for
everyone to hear both sides.
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MR. TYLER: I happen to know of several cases where it was the
reverse case, where they knew perfectly well the ILS was there to attract
traffic to the airport and they knew this was going to increase the traffic.

With regard to standards, you mentioned that you were confused by
them. I assume you are talking about a proliferation of standards. [ would
1ike to point out that the FAA and the EPA have, over the past ten years in
particular, followed a pretty consistent pattern of using NEF and Ldn., The
California standard fits in without any great problem but people continually
say we are confused by a proliferation of standards. I think this is
primarily to distract people's attention from the fact that we do have good,
usable standards for single events, for cumulative noise impact, and we are in

a good position to go ahead and do our planning if we are willing to use the
tools available.

MS. SEARLE: I think that is a good point. My point is that
sometimes we have master plans done and the consultant always wants to know
which he should use and the FAA says one thing and the EPA says one thing and
the community doesn't understand any of them at all. It just seems like it
would be a little more efficient if we were all talking the same language on
that. [ agree that we do have a number of good tools.

MR. TYLER: I happened to live with these standards many years. 1
had something to do with putting both of them together. Any impact based on
the measurement of noise, EPNdb, which is a little more accurate as far as
noise is concerned than dBA -- takes into account tones, this sort of thing,
and it is desirable from a manufacturer's standpoint to get credit for just a
fragment noise. The FAA uses this for certification. On the other hand, EPA
uses dBA for measuring impact in their Ldn portion, and the reason they do
this is that other noises in the community are measured in dBA. A1l the rest
of the world uses dBA except FAA, and if you are going to relate airport noise
and community noise you have to use dBA. Now, the differences between dBA and
EPNdb are really compared to the decisions you have to make and compared to

where you draw the line, but for land use planning I know of no one who would
object to using Ldn.

MS. SEARLE: I don't want to take too much time, but the problem is
that most times the Ldn, won't make a case around most of our G.A. airports.
It is hard to make a landing case using those so I argue for common sense and
judgment on a Tot of this stuff -- and our experience.

MR. TYLER: I think that is because you are looking at the future
rather than --

MS. SEARLE: But I am basing it on the past.

DR. BRAGDON: Thank you for your excellent presentation, Lucie.
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AFTERNOON SESSION

October 3, 1979 1:30 o'clock, p.m.

DR. CLIFFORD BRAGDON: If we can get seated, please, we will start
this afternoon's session.

I am pleased to introduce the next speaker, the first one of the
afternoon -- Bob Doyle. Bob Doyle is a partner in Peat, Marwick & Mitchell,
located in the San Francisco Bay area. He is an alumnus of Georgia Tech --
which 1 am pleased about -- in the area of Urban Planning. His presentation

this afternoon is going to be on general aviation activity and land use
planning.

MR. ROBERT DOYLE: Thank you, Cliff. As a long-time student in my
twenties and then as a university-level instructor for several years, I
discovered very quickly that the worst hour you couid have for anything is
right after lunch; it is a time when students prop their chairs back and go to
sleep and the professor wishes he could. I am going to try to make this as

interesting, hopefully, as possible -- and every now and then maybe shout and
wake up a few folks and keep your interest with us.

I am going to give you a little secret. 1 am going to expcse a
couple of myths that we have found -- we, being Peat, Marwick & Mitchell -- in
some 30 to 40 years of airport planning that will put me with one foot in each
canoe; that is, of those who do not like airports and those who do like
airports or the aviation interests. They are myths that we find constantly
being repeated. I even heard a few of them this morning. Hopefully, that
w11l make it a little more lively when we get into discussion.

I do not need to talk about a lot of things that I had in my notes

that were already discussed this morning, but I would like to highlight a few
of those.

General aviation activity, let us take that term; it is growing in
numbers of intensity and sophistication -- John Wesler gave us a good
run-through of that -- the sophistication coming in higher-powered aircraft,
requiring more sophisticated navigation and so forth. Deregulation has
pointed up the need for reliever airports in the metropolitan areas. That
need was there before; deregulation has pinpointed it. The San Diego air
crash, I think, has stirred people to action, whereas the problem has been
there for a long time -~ not only in San Diego, but also elsewhere.

We find in doing a lot of noise study related to airports and
environment plans concerning the airport and its impact on the community that
we are having to spend a lot of time with how you deal with single-event
problems in contrast to overall noise exposure. Now, the singie events are
reflected in the overall noise exposure patterns but we are finding,
particularly at some of the smaller airports, that we having to deal, most of
our time, with what can be done on-airport and off-airport with respect to
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single-event activities. A1l of this boils down to the fact that this is a
very timely conference. General aviation activity is coming under closer
scrutiny and 1 think that it is high time.

We are going to talk today, as much as we can, about the land use
considerations that relate to airports, but I think we need to set the stage
for that. You heard this morning about the growing aircraft fleet. You heard
about the growing aircraft flying hours. You heard about how many airports we
have in the country, something like 14,000 and maybe half of them are public.
That is kind of an interesting number, that half of them are public. We will
come back to that in a minute. I think what you have not heard yet is that
general aviation activity takes place at many places other than general
aviation airports. In fact, much general aviation activity is associated with
air carrier airports; thus, the noise of general aviation activity at those
airports is folded into the noise studies and sometimes obscured.

More and more we are finding that airport clients, the community
itself, are asking us the acoustical experts to pull out what is the
contribution of general aviation activity to the overall noise pattern. As I
think was mentioned this morning, very often if you look at a general aviation
airport's noise patterns, whether you are using Ldn or NEF or whatever, you
have a hard time getting the so-called critical areas off of the airport
property. That does not mean there is not a problem, as we have also heard
this morning and as we are all well aware. It means that overall noise
exposure techniques do not necessarily properly and clearly reflect the
magnitude or details of that problem to those who wish to know about it.

We find, for example, that there are some airports which are general
aviation only, a lot of them; but in other cases there is a high general
aviation activity and a low air carrier activity at airports that are somewhat
surprising. At Oakland, for example, 90% of its activities are general
aviation, and the reverse is true of the major, so-called large hub carriers.
As they get larger and larger in activity the general aviation activity tends
to decrease. At Atlanta, for example, G.A. is about 10%, and we find that
most of the large hub airports that have settled down after a while and carry
a lot of activity, that G.A. represents about ten percent, in that range. And
that is of a more sophisticated, jet, commercial-like aircraft.

Another thing we have not talked about is location of the
facilities. We found general aviation airports, if you will, but certainly
aviation activities taking place in urban settings. At the San Jose Airport
in California, 87% of the activity is general aviation and it is located about
eight blocks from the downtown and the tallest structures in town. It is an
urban airport. It is not a suburban airport, even though San Jose is called
often a suburban airport for Los Angeles North and what have you.

The suburban airport -- we have a number of those that have been
alluded to this morning. I will not go into that. There are such things also
as rural airports and I think it was referred to again this morning that the
intrusion of aircraft noise in a rural setting is more of a problem than it
would be, say, in a comparable urban setting. A few months ago, I saw on
television a noise readout display in downtown Tokyo that consistently ran
over 80 dB on the A scale. That's downtown Tokyo. So, if you put an airport
into a highly noise-oriented setting you are going to have one reaction,
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compared to putting it in a rural setting. Finally, there are remote airports
and they cause interesting land use problems and interesting land use
considerations -- remote in the sense that they may be strips -- and you get

into some very, very touchy environmental clashes often on those kinds of
airports. ,

Some of the key trends that I think we need to talk about -~ we have
heard some of them. By 1990, ten years from now, we are going to have
two-thirds more aircraft. We are going to have three-quarters more aircraft
hours flown. This is in general aviation. However, according to the AQPA,
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, we have had a net loss of 39
public-use airports per year for each of the last 10 years. Now we are not
gaining airports, yet we are gaining activity. And, John, I will want to
quarrel with you a little bit later on about how many new airports we can

really get, realistically. That is a useful and desirable goal but a very
difficult one to accomplish.

It is clear that there is a vital need for more G.A. airport
facilities in metropolitan areas but there is a persistent inability to get
new sites approved due to several factors; environmental concerns, high land
costs, and often -- interestingly enough -- institutional or management
problems. 1 attended an FAA forecast session in Seattle which went on for a
full day. Two-thirds of that meeting addressed how in the world they could
get a new G.A. airport on the east side of Seattle. At the end of the day, it
was very frustrating to everyone who was there because no one wanted that bill.

I am sure you have heard that old joke about the football team that
was getting clobbered by about eighty to nothing, and the only player they had
who could do anything was a fellow named Leroy. Leroy would get the ball and
he would make a couple of yards and he would get smashed. That was going on
all day long, and finally the team was giving Leroy a rest. He was in the
backfield, and the home crowd behind in the grandstand said, "We want Leroy,
we want Leroy. “Finally, the quarterback stopped the game and hollered back
to the crowd, "Leroy don't want the ball no more." That is exactly what we
found in Seattle; no one wanted that hot potato. The Port of Seattle did not
want it; the State did not want it, the County did not want it, the City did
not want it; the Legislature did not want it, had no heart for special
district legislation on it -- et cetera, et cetera -- the complications of new
airports that are in the metropolitan areas.

On the environmental factors that we have talked about, a little bit
on noise. John mentioned that Circular 36-3, and I picked just a few numbers
out of there. General aviation aircraft -- and not counting some of the big
fellows that John was talking about -- from that table, as I got it, on
takeoff range from a low of 51 decibels -- remember, that is estimated on an
A-scale in that circular -- 51 decibels on takeoff up to 99.1 decibels for a
Lockheed Jetstar. So over a long range, in terms of takeoff, this compared to
air carrier loads of 99.7 for a DC-10 and up to --not counting the Concorde --
up to 105.7 for a few versions of aircraft. So say 99.7 to 106 is your range
then. 1In general aviation aircraft you are dealing with some equipment that
is pretty high on approach. According to that table, it ranged on the G.A.
side from 58 for a Cessna-150 up to 110 for the same Jetstar. Air carriers
went from a low of 85 up to a high of 108 almost -- this was for a 707. So,
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you cannot really say that general aviation aircraft does not make noise; it

makes noise. It is perceived and displayed differently perhaps than air
carrier noise.

I would like to talk a little bit about the safety factor. Now, we
are talking about aircraft noise but I have found that you cannot get the
safety process separated from the noise process. There are apparently some
very good reasons for those, in listening around the country. There are
psychological considerations by many people that relate to the aircraft
flyovers or the aircraft operations. To quote a recent acoustical
consultants' report, the extent to which an individual fears physical harm
from the source of the noise will affect that person's attitude toward that
noise. Now you might say, how do we deal with that; what are the results of
that? Let me tell you the Hawaii story. Hawaii has been trying to get a
general aviation reliever airport for the last 17 years for the State of
Oahu. They have had the money; money was never a problem. The FAA has
supported it all the way and was willing to give whatever money necessary.
They went through several site selections, in many cases before NEPA, and met
the environmental impact report requirements. They were turned down because
of safety fears on part of both native Hawaiian Islanders as well as people
who came over from the mainland. And these were airport sites which were
essentially in the middle of a pineapple or sugarcane field with few houses
around them. Nevertheless, the opposition was strong enough to stop the
buiiding of those airports which in themselves were a safety solution. The
San Diego thing started it up again, as it has in many places, and now,
interestingly enough, the best thing the State has going for it is the pilots
have given Honolulu International a black star and that is pushing some action
toward the reliever airport again.

Again, a lot of it has been psychological but some of it has been the
usual things. Some of the aircraft owners did not want to drive 20 miles out
to the middle of Oahu; it was closer to Honolulu International. The
environmental interests wanted no airports because that meant more growth, at
least from their perspectve.

There are certain other environmental concerns I would like to at
least touch on: the touch-and-go training operations that have been
mentioned. The repetitive nature of this G.A. activity may cause problems or
distress, particularly when it happens down in Monterey, California, which is
a resort community and it occurs on Saturday and Sunday morning -- and
everybody raises cain about it. It is not so much the noise, it is the
repetitive nature of the operations. I think they have restrictions where

those are not even permitted now, and apparently they are being upheld, on
weekends.

The growth-inducing aspects of an airport, new or expanded, often get
everyone worked up quite substantially. Now it depends again on your
perspective. The growth-inducing aspects may generate opposition instead of
support for the venture, and I find as a very interesting thing that there are
what I call an inclined plane of environmental concerns around the country.
What is an environmental problem say in California or Florida or Oregon is not
necessarily an environmental problem in Missouri or Kansas or other midwestern
or southwestern States which apparently have and feel that they have more land
and are not as concerned about the environmental implications. This is

important in trying to structure the kind of study or plan that you are trying
to develop.
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In working on the Kansas City project, we were puzzled about the
very, very prodevelopment attitude of the planning department, city
management, city officials and all until we found out -- and I think Cliff
Bragdon mentioned this somewhat this morning -- that 60% of the funds of
Kansas City come from an earnings tax, not from the property tax. It is
therefore to everyone's interest, including the property owners, to promote
development to all the cornfields surrounding the Kansas City International
Airport. There is an industrial park located here. The signs have been there
10 years, ever since the airport was built. So now, somebody comes along and
says I would like to put an industrial park or my plant here and the guy says
fine.  He has not been paying much in the way of taxes through the years; the
zoning has been favorable from his standpoint, and as a consequence it is a
very prodevelopment oriented situation in contrast to many of the other
situations that we find where it is just the reverse. Any improvement has got
to necessarily be bad; this we learned in several places.

I would like to point out that there are changing community
priorities concerning financing. First of all, most general aviation airports
have a very difficult, if not impossible, way of paying their own way; they
certainly don't do it. They have to be, for the most part, subsidized. Those
subsidies have to come from some source because they will not come from the
landing fees or the lease arrangements, so you come back to the city councils
or the county board as such.

Community priorities have changed. Ten years aqo an airport was a
community status symbol; it is not necessarily that anymore. There are other
things that communities are interested in so it is not as high on that
priority 1ist for either support or for financing. To many people in
communities, as I have heard expressed and I'am sure most of you have heard
it, the airport and its related aircraft activity is often viewed as being of
value to only a small group and of little or no value to the majority;
therefore, if you have to have bond issues and financial decisions it is hard
to get support for that because of that attitude, right or wrong. And a minor
problem, there is a growing case list of general aviation controversies

centering around pesticide operations relative to air quality and water
quality.

Finally, there is the location of airport facilities in environmental
areas which might be extremely sensitive. Here, I am thinking of Lake Tahoe
where most of the air travel in the area is general aviation type, Lockheed
Jetstars and so forth. There is a major battle going on over Lake Tahoe
because it is supposedly a pristine environment and it is one that a lot of
people have an interest in protecting. Also, I recently read where the
Department of Interior will not let the Jackson Hole Airport be expanded any
further -- which is in the National Forest Area in that area -- again for many
of the same reasons.

Let us go to some of the land use considerations that we find.
First, land use decisions or land use considerations may have a regional as
well as a local policy context concerning how or what matters are important
and what planning procedures are. 1 was the director of a regional planning
agency that had to do with the Cape Kennedy expansion in the '60's, so I am
not sure that I would agree with the lady from Massachusetts that the regional

41



planning agencies are the way to go. I would almost go the other way. I
would say that unless those regional planning agencies have some real teeth in
them to do something, then they are not the way to go. I have done them
myself and did not get much action. 1 can guarantee you that most of the
interests will look at the studies, participate by going to the meetings and
ignore them, go their way -- whether we are talking about community interests,
institutional interests or airport interests. That is a harsh thing to say
maybe, particularly by one who is an urban planner and has been a regional
planner, but I have no faith in them unless you have an organization that does
have some real teeth in it. And I believe you will be hearing from the
Minneapolis people where there has been legislation passed through the State
Legislature for regional control.

But if you are going that way and if you do not couple the control
with the planning, it is not going to make a whole lot of difference. It
might produce some information and so will not be totally wasted, but I don't
think it will be as big and beneficial as we all might hope.

Now, for the delineation of airport impact, how general aviation
impacts from a noise standpoint, especially at air carrier airports, we use
the overall exposure pattern, the NEF or Ldn version, and that works pretty
well at outer limits. Well, suppose you do not have the jurisdictions and so
forth but you have to work it by figuring out what is the impact area, what
neighbors might be included and what might not? Secondly, along delineating
the airport impact area, C1iff mentioned the preventive or remedial
processes. On some airports, new ones or relatively new ones, preventive
measures or actions can be taken on the land use side as an effective means of
dealing with the noise impact. Then on existing airports that means you look
to remedial means for correction, operational or even runway reconfiguration
schemes to handle that type of thing or prohibitions against certain
activities at certain times. So you have different measures that must be
applied to the corrective remedial situation versus the preventive situation.
Now, I would say that an awful lot of airports have both to deal with. They
have a corrective situation that they need to get straightened out and they
have a preventive situation to deal with, but you have to look at those from
those standpoints.

I think it is pretty obvious in terms of a land use pattern -- but it
js obvious and acceptable to everybody -- that if you had an agricultural
pattern around an airport it would work pretty well from the standpoint of
noise exposure, and you try to get that. But agriculture is often dependent,
particularly commercial agriculture, upon changing market and union
conditions. Again, Hawaii -- pineapple and sugarcane are going out. It is
too costly to have local workers on those plantations and they are moving that
to the Far East. That means agriculture, just by and of itself, may not be
enough to protect those airports. Even agricultural reservations like we have
in California and several other states are not necessarily good enough, but it
is a good start.

Recreational use of certain types -- obviously, we have all seen golf

courses and they seem to be acceptable. Although, Dudley Hines was telling me
about a lady in Miami who was objecting to a noise situation on her golf
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course near the Miami International Airport because it would bother the

golfers when they were on the tee, trying to drive down the fairway, and she
made a big case of this.

Low density industrial use -- you do not get that use out that far,
particularly in areas where you might have either a noise or safety problem.

Finally, low density residential -- now, I know that will be a little
controversial. Let me tell you the story of the Fairfax County-Dulles
Airport. That area has some aviation activity and in fact is growing and is
looking to fill northern Virginia's general aviation needs. Dulles Airport
went out there 15 years ago. Loudoun County and Fairfax County, Virginia,
between their various plans and zoning ordinances, have reserved about 20,000
acres of industrial land around Dulles International. We would applaud that
as the way to go, that is what the local planners ought to be doing.
Unfortunately, there have been about 300 acres developed in the 15 years since
the airport has been out there. And the same story applies to the Kansas City
International Airport, which is 15 miles out and has had the same reaction.
The problem is that there is no market for the kinds of industrial activities
or commercial activities that need a lot of space, a good amount of land space.

Washington, D.C. is a paper place; printers do very well there. Even
government employment centers have a lot of people but they do not use much
space. So, okay -- where are the planners on this? Well, they are being sued
or they are being threatened with suit. The land is rocky and no good for
agricultural purposes, no market for industrial purposes, so the only market
is -- guess what? -- residential. So they are fighting the battle now; doing
some very effective things in trying to get as Jow a residential density as
they can in there through the subdivision approval process and through the
real estate transfer process. I think they are doing probably as well as
anyone could with that kind of a problem.

I am just pointing out that it is not a fantasy, saying to put
industrial zoning around the airports, and when you do put the industrial
zoning around the airport areas you might get nailed.

We have said that the planning process needs to provide adequate
citizen and airport user involvement. I could not agree more. In Seattle,
3,000 people participated directly in a very effective program that turned
everything around from a very negative situation, both on the part of the
airport and the community, to a very positive one. Let me say here that some
of the needs relating to the planning process are attitudinal needs and do not
apply to anybody and everybody but do apply to many in many, many places
across the country. There needs to be a more concerned attitude by airport
management and interest about the problem. Some managements feel like: let's
not get off the reservation because there are Indians out there and they will
shoot us. That is true. They will. Airport management has to take the
lead. I think the bullet has been bitten by some and they have gone out and

they have met the Indians and they have a powwow and it works out real well,
many times.

Secondly, there needs to be a more tolerant and comprehensive view by
affected citizens and property owners. Now that is easy to say but it can be
done. In Seattle, all of the citizens, quote and unquote -- understand, all
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wanted the Port of Seattle to buy the entire airport out, all the area, at a
cost of $60 million. After they got into the process they said that was the
worst thing that could happen. They did not want their school base

decimated. The citizens themselves reversed their field and looked at it then
more comprehensively. They looked at it strictly from a community standpoint
rather than an individual viewpoint.

I think there needs to be a more realistic viewpoint taken by State
and Federal aviation officials. This is the only point where I take issue
with John. The FAA, by its charter, has to encourage growth of new airports
and new airport facilities for the additional aircraft and flying hours to
come, but I guarantee you that you can count off the number of new airport
facilities that have been built in this country on these two hands from the
ground up and you are not going to see, in my opinion, many new airports of
any kind, general aviation or air carrier. I wish that was not true but we do
not yet seem to have the mechanism to do that effectively and I think it is
foolish to take the view that we are going to have more airports when all the
additional aircraft come. Those additional aircraft, those additional hours
are going to come right back to the existing facilities and are going to add
to the problems already in the file.

The local planners are either very biased environmentally against the
airport or are very biased developmentally for the airport, but the local
public planners sometimes get too biased.

And, finally, to cover all the bases, there needs to be a more
straightforward presentation of information by airport and acoustical
consultants. I sat through a meeting the other night where a good acoustical
consultant and one of the best airport consultants absolutely confused
everybody in the room. 1 am aware that both airport and acoustical
consultants were hooted off the stage relative to the Washington National
Airport because they were talking too technically. No one could understand
them, all that gibberish -- you know, but I do not.

Finally, let me talk about a couple of things that we can do.
Special zoning designations -- Kansas City, 1 think, is a good case in point.
When they established the new airport they formed the Kansas City
International Airport District. This is like a planning and development
district. I will not go into all the details. There are a lot of details to
it but it works pretty well. 1 will simply say they have a big plan for the
airport and the area around it and the zoning tied to that plan. Another one
coming along is in Fresno, California, where we have been involved in the
development of a combined noise and safety or obstruction zoning ordinance
overlay for the present air terminal. That is an overlay process where both
the noise and safety areas or zones are imposed on the new subdivisions and
the property owners that live within that area. I think we could use these in
a lot of the aspects of localized conditions to help protect airports --
soils, floodplains, so forth.

I mentioned the planning development process. I think that is a
worthy one to be looked at in a lot of places and finally, let me conclude, I
think we are making gains in this. It is a slow process. I think this
conference is really the first one to focus on general aviation activity and
land use planning and it is high time we are getting information. It is
coming along and I think all of us can help with the problem. I do not think
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anyone ought to have a rosy future in mind though, in view of Proposition 13,
the problems in terms of financing at the local level, and the inability of
Congress to agree on any kind of aircraft noise bill for the third time,
Frankly, I do not know where the financing is going to come from for the
planning we need to do. Even in the ADAP bills the planning gets submerged
down in the projects. And I know airport and city managers well enough to

know that most of them want to pour concrete; they do not want to do planning
studies.,

Finally, my two myths. As I said, this will put one foot in each
canoe. There is a myth that the presence of an airport facility does not
guarantee but tends to attract industrial development activities. This may be
true in a few instances. It most often is not true. The airport is a service
facility., If the combination is there, it provides a service and a function
for that community which may induce a new industrial plant to locate, but I
think it has about as much stock as the fact that years ago, when I was a
public planner, I used to get a list of industrial development locations.
There were 10,000 of them on that list, including Hong Kong who said, "Come to
Hong Kong. We have cheap labor. Bring your plant here." True, it is a very
important thing when you are talking about attracting industrial development

but you have got to have a whole lot of things going for you; it is not a top
factor.

Second, presence of or noise from an airport reduces or decreases
residential property values. Tell that to the people on the San Francisco
peninsula or in the San Jose airport area where the housing values are going
up $1,000 a week and I don't think they will tell you their properties have

been depressed. That is not to say it does not have an effect, but the bigger
effect is the local economic condition.

In Seattle, at the time we were doing the study six years ago, Boeing
was on strike and there was a 6% unemployment rate. Today, you couldn't touch
the property at the same ratio you could during those conditions.

MR. JOSEPH R. LEWIS: I think your talk was very, very, enlightening
and I agree with an awful Tot of it and one thing I agree with completely is
that I cannot separate safety from noise -- they both go together. Also, the
way you said, the reports and talks will have to be in less technical
language. I go to a lot of meetings and it really bothers me because somebody
in the community will get up and say something that requires an answer by say
the FAA or Port Authority and the representative will get up and start
spouting off speeds and what is being said and he gets snowed under. That is
why the airport operators and the FAA and the others can get away with the
things that have been going on. So any move that we can make to have
technical reports and explanations to people in a less technical language
would be a big step in the right direction.

Also, about the fact that we need more cooperation between the
conmmunities and Federal agencies, State agencies, airport operators, speaking
for the New York Area -- and it is probably true in many other areas -- the
credibility gap that exists between the communities and the airport operator
and the FAA is so great that -- I don't know. I wish I knew the answer to
this. I have tried to do something about it but it is like swimming upstream,
because the people have been literally lied to for so many years that when you
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tell them the truth, they don't believe it. In fact, many times when I will
get up and say something at a meeting that is favorable to the airport
operator or the FAA, somebody will yell out from the audience, "What did you
do, go over to their side?" I mean, this is the attitude and this is
something that should be taken into consideration also be everybody.

MR. BERNARD MARTIN: My name is Bernard Martin, Director of Airport
Planning, Robert & Company Associates. We are presently conducting an airport
site selection for two counties in Metropolitan Atlanta, and we spent several
weeks, even months, putting together what we thought was a pretty good public
involvement program during the course of the study. We found out it is not as
good as we thought it was; it does have several holes. The question I would
like to put to you: recognizing that each area requires a unique, particular
solution, based on your experience will you enumerate the steps for a good
citizenship involvement program?

MR. DOYLE: Okay. I think I can do that pretty quick -- at least I
will try. First of all, you have to have some local public staff commitment
to handle the myriad administrative details of trying to get maximum
participation. Now, you know when I say maximum participation relative to a
particular project, that doesn't mean to go around and knock on everybody's
door and beg them to come to meetings. Number one, it requires that you go to
the maximum lengths to provide input to the process to let the citizens know
about it; to invite them in, so to speak, in the planning process as well as
the reaction or review process.

Now, when you invite them into the planning process, you know, there
are a lot of my good airport manager friends who say that is like inviting a
lion right into your tent., But believe me, if you want something that works
at the end, you almost have to do that, even in the most controversial
situations. So you need a lot of staff time. Consultants cannot do that.
Consultants cannot do the day-to-day activities that are associated with the
administration of a good citizen's involvement program.

Now, it gets more complicated with the more jurisdictions you have.
The fewer jurisdictions you have, the easier it is. I would say use every
technique possible. Number one, get maximum word out about it: sell it.
Send out notices to 40,000 homes through the county water-billing process --
40,000 homes, 150,000 people in one project. There was no excuse for anybody
not knowing about it. There was also the usual coverage of the press. There
were special television programs put together. There were short courses
literally developed during the course of the project at the community
colleges. There were all kinds of workshops. There were small group
sessions. The problem with being in the audience in the lecture process is
that it is a difficult situation for most citizens. Most citizens are
uncomfortable; they do not want to get up and say something because if they do
about the only ones they hear from are just a few who are willing to do that,
so you have to figure out what is the problem.

You cannot take anything said as being too frivolous or too stupid or
dumb to address. That is often done. The question comes up and it is not
properly answered and it should be answered in some effective way, either
there or in writing. The problem is the cost of the administration of it.

But again, maximum involvement means to get the ideas of the citizens in my
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yiew, as wel]_as aviation interests -- and that means in technical committees,
in policy review comittees, in workshop sessions.

As we have mentioned, put out newsletters which give your progress
reports. Put out fact sheets. Explain how you work out alternatives; how do
you wade through 150 alternatives for say a particular thing, how do you
reduce that? It takes time -- I know -- but it cannot be done any other way.
I know of no way you can do it in six months or seven months for a complicated
project. In my judgment it takes two years to go through the process and come
out with something that will work at the end. But having been through it a
few times, it is worth the time and effort and if you do not do it there is no
end. " Thank you.

DR. BRAGDON: I am real pleased to have the next speaker here today,
Bill Galloway. Bill is Principal Consultant with Bolt, Beranek & Newman in
California. I have worked with Bill in the ANSI working group in terms of
developing land use planning criteria with noise standards and noise

guidelines and I feel he is one of the top authorities in the United States.
Bill Galloway.

MR. WILLIAM J. GALLOWAY: Having had the benefit of not hearing at
all what was said this morning -- I just arrived at 1:30 -- I may say some
things which you may have heard but maybe I will not. I was asked to say
something about how noisy general aviation is. That was sort of a general
instruction. I thought that what might be useful would be to provide some
simple charts. You do not have them because I just brought the originals,
which I will turn over to you so you can reproduce them and people can take
them before they leave. These make comparisons of small aircraft,
propeller-driven small aircraft that are typically mixed in the fleet today,
provide some design charts that say: gee, I 'don't have to go through an
elaborate analysis of my airport to at least find out whether or not I should
look more carefully at this.

So I am going to show you a series of charts that give you some
information on noise that is generated by nothing but small propelier
aircraft, to see how far out in this community does some particular day-night
average sound levels take place as a function of the number of operations I
have. There will be some similar charts for business jets. Two sets; one with
a composite, if you will, fleet that existed at the end of 1978 and then -- to
show you there is a lot more hope than that might indicate -- some other
charts which are sort of a composite of the more recent turbofan engine
aircraft that have come into existence since the early 1970's and, of course,
the predominant-selling aircraft in the jet market today and are the ones that
will constitute the bulk of the fleet for some time to come. I understand
Stan Green is going to give you some predictions of this later on in the week,
as to what the fleet may be doing in this area.

Then, sort of a last little quick-and-dirty chart. Bob Doyle
mentioned that there are a number of airports in which a predominance of
general aviation takes place but smaller numbers of carrier operations are
either being introduced or have been introduced, and after deregulation -- who
knows what is happening these days? So, I am going to give you a chart on not
how much noise all the different aircraft in the transport fleet make, but
what is the equivalent numbers of small aircraft that each one of those big
airplanes constitute at some close-in distance. 1 am just going to run
through these charts.
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Now, to start it off -- not with the design charts but just to give
you a table -- you are going to get saturated with 36-3 and 36-this and that
and the other thing, and FAR-36, appendix three here and appendix up there and
all of this sort of stuff; different measures, different performances,
different aircraft, different places, different things. For various reasons,
the distance of 6500 feet from takeoff roll has become a predominant element
in my life in the last few months and it does not sound like too bad a spot at
which one could say, well, gee, general aviation airports are typically, and
let my say exclusively those airports that are going to have runways in the
order of two to maybe 5,000 feet. Presumably, when you get much bigger than
that you are getting aircraft operations that will dominate the noise in the

community. But 6500 feet is not a bad spot where we could say what kind of
levels I am going to get.

The levels I am going to show in the first chart are sound exposure
levels, a quantity which you have not heard too much about. Basically, it is
a weighted sound level but it also has a duration factor built into it. This
is the basic, single-event element that goes into calculating the united
average sound level. It is also the single-event noise exposure level measure
that was used in California airport noise studies.

(Slide) Well, this is not to give you some be-all, end-all list of
things. This takes a representative 1ist of aircraft that are typical of
those that operate throughout the fleet. The first column and the top of the
second column gives you the spread of propeller aircraft, typical propeller
aircraft. Some of the older ones are at the top of the 11st As you can see,
at the lower noise levels some of the newer prop aircraft are coming in; for
example, the Cessna-152, the Cessna 182Q, cons1derb]y quieter than the ear11er
models of 182, things 11ke that.

It shows you that even at 6500 feet, there is a range from about 65
to 102 decibels just from propeller-driven aircraft alone -- and that 37 dB is
an awful lot of room. Now in comparison also, the jets are put on at this
same distance. It is not really quite fair to compare the jets necessarily at
such a close-in distance as compared with, say, the certification distance for
jets, which is 6500 meters, three and a third times as far out.

But one thing is significant, and that is, if you look at the bottom
of this list, at the lower ones, these are the newer aircraft that are coming
into service. These aircraft, even close in, are quieter by as much as 10 or
15 decibels than a lot of the existing propeller aircraft flying around today,
aicraft that will be flying around for a long, long time to come. So on the
one hand, people think jets are the noisiest things around and that is true if
they are very old jets. But there is a whole class of new business jets,
general aviation's largest growth area, which are as quiet or quieter than a
lot of the propeller aircraft around. Sure, they are a little bit noisier
than the smallest training aviation aircraft but they are not any noisier than
the average, energy average if you will; if you take the entire prop fleets,
the newer jets are just about the same as those., Which means you can intermix
those quieter jets with the existing propeller fleet and not significantly
change the community noise environment. Not so with the older jets.
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MR. GALLOWAY: What this next chart does is it takes the composite
propeller-driven fleet alone. By composite I mean, if one takes a thousand
measurements at random under a typical general aviation airport and measures a
single-event level, what would the level be that would represent the energy
spread from all this distribution? Or put alternatively if all the aircraft
had this same number then you would simply use this to calculate day-night
sound levels directly by just putting in the number of events directtly.

MS. LUCIE G. SEARLE: Could I ask you a question while we are waiting?
MR. GALLOWAY: Please, do.

MS. SEARLE: The chart you just showed us, how does that differ from
the FAR-36 measurement point on takeoff for the jets? For instance, I know
that a Cessna Citation is much lower than the number you had on there. A1l of
those are lower than the number you. had on there. A1l of those are lower on
takeoff for FAR-36 measuring points. Why are yours higher?

MR. GALLOWAY: These are all at 6500 feet from brake release, close
in at the end of the takeoff of the general aviation airport, as contrasted to
the appendix FAR-36 location which is 6500 meters, a littie over three and a
half nautical miles. So this is less than a third of the distance, so we are
much lower at that point. That is the reason.

MR. GALLOWAY: A1l right, What this tells us is, suppose you have a
single runway and you simply want to get a quick look at where in the
community would I expect to have certain kinds of these composite noise levels
-- day and night average sound level being used here because this is now the
measure which is used in place of NEF and CNR by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development, by DOD, recommended by EPA and by FAA for use in
environmental assessments.

And, what they tell you is you could have x-number of operations per
.year and you put them all on one runway, then this tells you what the takeoff
noise from brake release point would be to gain any particular day to night
sound level. Now, if one picks 65, which is pretty far up on that skirt, then
that 65 is the new regulation that says 65 or below is an acceptable
environment. I am not urging this number on anyone. I am simply picking it
as an example here,

Finally, if you go out to 300,000 operations a year -- there are not
too many general aviation airports with that number of operations, although
there are some. -- that you have a closure point at this 65 dB day-night
average sound level, only about 7500 feet into the community. What this tells
you is, if this is the kind of.measure you want to use, you have to have one
whale of a lot of small propeller aircraft before you meet these cumulative
measured higher values. Now, the world changes dramatically, of course, if

you mix in heavier aircraft with jets of the older type, not jets like the
Citation.

So, let's go on and look at what typical business jet is equivalent.
Now, I'm sorry -- if you can, translate 300,000 oeprations at about 7500 feet
to get 65 and see what happens with the jets.

49



ATTENDEE: Excuse me. You are saying hundreds but it reads thousands.

MR. GALLOWAY: Hundreds of thousands is what I meant to say. I am
sorry -- 7500 feet is what I thought I said for 300,000 operations a year.
Does that come out right to you now?

ATTENDEE: I should have commented on the Ldn 65. If you use a
threshold of community noise to the point where they produce pickets, people
walk around with antinoise signs and attend meetings and that format, the
thing that I see is about a 10 dB conversion. In other words, an Ldn 65 with
a major air carrier is worth about 55 at a general aviation airport, and so
therefore the threshold is 65, while maybe inside the boundaries that reading
is very deceiving. I would say that is about equivalent to a 55. Now, I know
California law, for instance, makes no distinction. I am just basing that on
my own experience and the airport proprietors here might confirm that.

MR. GALLOWAY: I am not going to endorse one number against the
other. That is why the chart goes down to 50 and up to 70. Pick your number
and make your choice. Just remember, the traffic noise ought to be counted on
here. Here is a number for you to keep in mind. The Cessna Number 172 is one
of the most popular airplanes in the general aviation fleet. The Cessna-172,
on takeoff at 1,000 feet overhead, makes the same maximum A-level as the
normal passenger car driving by you at 50 feet away at 30 miles an hour.

(Slide) Now, this chart gives you the same kind of thing if you talk
about new turbofan aircraft. The one I wanted to show for this was for
essentially the composite of all existing jets, not just straight jets and
turbofan and that sort of thing. You can go through the same exercise of
picking the numbers. This is now based on daily operations, which is a little
more easy to work with in terms of jets. The reason for putting the previous
slides in terms of hundreds of thousands of operations, by the way, is that is
typically the kind of thing recorded for an airport if you look at the
statistics books -- unless you go out and actually start counting the
airplanes. It is a little bit hard sometimes to count that there are 722 prop
airplanes per day at a given airport. It is a lot easier to figure out that
there may be only five or ten jets going off. But this gives you an idea that
you can have a fair number of the newer, quieter jets and still get a
day-night sound level which is not terribly different from what you get from a
lot of the same kind of prop operations.

(Stide) We go on now. This is the one I wanted to put in before.
This shows you the older business- jets are obviously very much noisier than
the current ones, as we said before. But this chart tells me -- gee, I only
have to have three or four or five of these a day to swamp out all my prop
operations. So when one talks about business jets he has to be very careful
to talk about whether you are working with newer ones, working with fleet
averages or what are you doing in your planning.

Remember that the total mix of this fleet of planes is changing
dramatically. In 1975 -- I cannot remember the numbers exactly but maybe Stan
will correct me if 1 am wrong. In 1975, 85% of the existing business jet
fleet in this country consisted of the older aircraft. At the end of 1978 --
now the fleet has gone up substantially -- over 35% are the new quieter ones,
but the rate of addition of these is 85 to 90 percent of all sold are
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the quiet ones. If you are doing planning for five to 10 years from now, give
some thinking to what kind of aircraft will be expected in the airport.

(S1ide) This is an approach design chart which gives you the
distance from your threshold of the runway that you are concerned with, the
approach noise again for mixes of jets -- new ones and old ones. 1 did not
build an approach noise chart for small aircraft because the approach noise
for small aircraft is strictly general aviation props and is relatively
insignificant compared to any other kind of noise you have in the vicinity; so
it is almost a foolish exercise to draw it if you are drawing something for 43
dB or 53 dB or something like that.

(Slide) This s again the second chart for new jets versus old
jets. Now this is the chart that says: okay, if I try to take a quick look
at my airport and somebody says I am going to fly in a bunch of Beech 99's and
start a commuter service or maybe I have had Beech 99's and although I am
strictly general aviation, except for a couple of flights a day, somebody gets
a wild idea that maybe he can run DC9's or 737's in once or twice a day. An
easy way to use the other charts with this is to put these jets and small
props into the context of how many little airplanes would it take to make the
same level, and this chart gives you that number. So if you have say 200
small props a day and you put a 727/100 in there on approach, that one
approach makes the same amount of total noise that all those small props did.
So you can do some game playing that will make it easy for you. If you would
comment -- John Wesler, part of the thing he missed was advocating using the
new 36-3 Circular that identifies the maximum weight levels of various
aircraft types at the FAR-36 locations and putting that information to use in
terms of selecting or identifying which aircraft would be appropriate to use
at a given facility. You know, this problem recently came up at Santa
Monica: how do you arrive at a reasonable level, what criteria, et cetera.

ATTENDEE: What I would ask you for are your viewpoints on the
relative correlation say between those kinds of FAR-36 numbers and the levels
- of noise that are frequently admitted in the community. I think what you have
presented here is very useful -- those are flyovers, close-in points where we
are generally concerned about the impact of general aviation noise. But I do
a lot of my work with vehicle noise and I am very aware of the fact that
certain FAA procedures are used for certification. In traffic, automobiles
and motorcycles bear little resemblance to what they actually do in the
community so T would like to use the kind of information that FAA has made
available but I would also 1like to have some idea of what kind of condition
should be placed on the use of that information. Does it give us a viable
tool for screening? I know it is all relative levels by saying relative test
procedure, but in your opinion how useful is that in terms of eliminating
noisier categories of aircraft from using a facility?

MR. GALLOWAY: I think 36-3 could be used in the same fashion. For
example, if you will take 36-3 and take the business jets I have listed here
on the first chart, the 6500 feet exposure levels versus maxi levels,
whatever, and you rank these aircraft, you will find that except for one or
two that slip by a dB or two because of the close-in performance, the rank for
appearing on the list is almost identical, so one can make that kind of
translation. You know, all you have to do is ask people which ones are not
and they will tell you. You can go to either kind of a chart, I think, and
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decide -- Okay, that is the kind of thing they are talking about. But I think
36-3 is a good step forward. At least you can compare the aircraft on
comparable bases, although 6500 meters out for 152 may not be that many.

MR. SWING: It certainly is for noisy aircraft. On a relative basis,
it still provides that in terms of comparing them at the same places under the
same kinds of operating conditions. Thank you, very much.

ATTENDEE: Would you describe again the mix of the 1ight plane fleet
that you used on that -- singles, twins, day-night operation?

MR. GALLOWAY: What this is is a composite. It cuts across the
weighted average of the fleet: how many 172's how many 402's, how many 560's
that sort of thing that you have got in the fleet. This is such a way that if
you had this kind of distribution operating out of an airport, then the energy
average -- if you will -- level that you would measure is 6500 feet for that
composite fleet, with the numbers used for this. It turns out that it is
about 83 dB for a single and about 85 or 86 for a twin at this point in sound
exposure level units. It is sort of about two-thirds of the way and the fleet
gives you a representational fleet.

ATTENDEE: How much of a standard deviation would you expect from one
individual flight? I know there are a lot of questionable data, and I wanted
to present one fact; that I guess there were 500 flights analyzed at National,
and one air carrier -- that is, a 727 aircraft at 512 flights over nine months
was eight decibels difference between carriers. Now there is good reason for
that, but I am wondering in G.A. what sort of range would you expect in
individual, pilotage type change.

MR. GALLOWAY: Well, it is not only pilots, it is weight and all the
rest of the stuff going with it. Close in, I think you would expect that from
measurement to measurement you could have as much as five to 10 decibel
spread. I think in 100 measurements or 500 measurements the standard
deviation close in ought to be no more than about one or two decibels for the
same type of aircraft, and less than one for the same type of aircraft for the
air.

ATTENDEE: Let me ask one more question. This became an irrelevant
point in that last hearing that you and I were involved in. Would you comment
on this? People were trying to prove at one time that jets were more
offensive than props because of their special characteristics, and I think
that in the recent tests that I -have witnessed the new generation of business
jets are -- I will not say they are generally pleasant, but they certainly do
not have these tone characteristics that you have identified with other types
of aircraft. Can you generalize on the special characteristics of how they
have been changed with the newer generation of aircraft?

MR. GALLOWAY: Well, there is not that much difference in the
spectrun. The fact that you are talking 15 to 20 dB lower is the large part
of it. I think the second thing is: the original business jets, the early
business jets have relatively high pressure ratio engines and you get crackle
problems with those that you do not get with the modern bypass fans. So if
you actually look at the spectrum of a Citation, for example, in flight it is
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really not that much different from a Lear with an early G.E. engine. But the
fact that the levels are 20 dB lowered all the way across the board, I think
is a large part. That, plus the crackle problem.

MR. E.H. HOOPER: E.H, Hooper, Beech Aircraft., If I can prevail -- I
hate to use your time to respond to a question from this gentleman, but I have
performed some calculations concerning our aircraft in response to his
question regarding the variation. And I am showing that the total variation
in single-event noise exposure level due to aircraft piloting, operation
procedures, and meteorological conditions -- primarily, temperature -- might
not be the five dB that you are talking about but as high as plus or minus 15
dBA, -

MR. GALLOWAY: Well, again, this is under what test condition?

MR. HOOPER: This is to cover a range from just 59 degrees to 77
degrees Fahrenheit, and from the very unusual case of a "buzz job" pilot up to

the 700-to-1,000 foot altitude that you normally see the 1500 feet from
break away.

MR. GALLOWAY: I do not disagree that it is possible. I am just
saying that if you have people flying normally, the way they should typically
be flying, that that is the kind of spread I expected.

DR. BRAGDON: Thank you again, Bill. Well, we are going to move into
the economic area. We had some comments earlier by Bob Doyle on the economic
jmpact of general aviation and its need for some support by the local
community. This afternoon we are going to have Michael McCarty, who is
Manager of the Airport and Environmental Section for NBAA, the National
Business Aircraft Association, to give us some insight in terms of how they
perceive general aviation activity in relation to its local community.

MR. MCMARTY: 1It's a pleasure to be here today and have this
opportunity to describe what impact general aviation has on the country's
economy. For one reason or another, there seems to be a mysterious cloud
which lingers over the people's version of what role general aviation activity
and the community airport plays in their everyday lives. Part of this mystery
can be resolved simply by realizing what general aviation really stands for.

"General aviation" itself is that very loose and misleading term
which is usually associated with everything except the airlines and military.
That means that private business aircraft, air taxis and charters, air
freighters, contract carriers, mail plans, pleasure and acrobatic aircraft,
flight trainers, crop dusters, banner towing, construction helicopters,
blimps, free balloons, gliders,. frisbies, and high flyballs to rightfield are
all placed in the general aviation category.

With all this activity, no wonder general aviation accounts for 98
percent of the active aircraft, 87 percent of the total hours flown, 65
percent of the aircraft miles flown, and 81 percent of all aircraft
operations. It's necessary, however, to go beyond all this and attempt to
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identify, in one word, what a majority of general aviation is all about. The
word I keep coming back to is "business" -- that's right, general aviation
means business.

Two years ago, the St. Louis Globe-Democrat took a survey to identify
what function the general aviation activity in the area was serving. The
Globe found the 72 percent of the activity was for business and commercial
purposes, 23 percent was for personal transportation and proficiency training,
and only 5 percent for pleasure.

Now, as I represent business flying which is under this general
aviation umbrella, I would like to narrow my text to this specific area. I
also believe it would be helpful to briefly describe the business fleet and
why companies use aircraft.

There are today some 50,000 business aircraft in the United States,
of which nearly 10 percent are turbine powered. This is approximately 17
percent of the total general aviation fleet.

A recent study by an independent research firm shows that, of
America's top 1,000 industrial corporations as listed by FORTUNE Magazine,
514 now operate their own business aircraft -- a total of 1,773 planes. This
compares with less than 450 companies just four years ago!

BUSINESS WEEK Magazine last year pointed out that "corporate aircraft
are radically transforming the way many companies do business. And they are
helping to change the geographical tilt of the United States economy, as more
companies build plants without regard to the rigid corridors of public
transportation." This article also stated that "the impact of corporate
flying, moreover, may grow more than the sheer numbers growth would indicate.
Increasingly, U.S. companies are using their aircraft as sophisticated tools
that do more than simply haul top brass from point-to-point in comfort."

A few examples of company use of business aircraft are:

Oxford Industries, Inc., an Atlanta-based apparel maker that uses a
twin-engine Beechcraft to fly department store personnel to its plants where
they can oversee orders being produced. According to the firm's Vice
Chairman, giving buyers commercial airline tickets would not work because the
company's 38 plants are scattered across six southeastern states -- many in
towns with grass airstrips that lack commercial service.

Xerox Company is reported to fly 15,000 employees a year on a company
owned shuttle plane between its Stanford headquarters and its Rochester, New
York, plant -- saving $410,000 a year over commercial airfares and cutting
travel time as well.

One of the key reasons why more and more businesses are turning to
the use of their own aircraft is that airline service is declining -- both in
numbers of flights and in points served. According to CAB figures, the
certificated airlines now serve only 400 points in the Continental United
States -- a 30 percent decrease from the 567 served in 1960.
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As things stand today, the company airplane may well be the only link
for a manager in reaching more than 19,000 unincorporated communities, and

even 379 cities with population of over 25,000 that do not have any a1r11ne
service.

There are, of course, many reasons other than declining airline
service for more and more companies to add aircraft to the company inventory
of productive tools. But they usually get down to the convenience, mobility,
and flexibility that allow managers to increase their radii of action ... to
decentralize their plant, warehousing, and marketing structures... to
diversify their scope of operations... compete in unpenetrated markets... and
to maximize the potentials of plant locations through greater mobility for
managers.

The company aircraft can be scheduled to go where the manager wants
to go, when he wants to get there; and "there" may be someplace not even
served by commercial airlines,

The company aircraft usually provide an office environment that
increases management productivity. It is a very common enroute work pattern
for a two-to-four man conference to be held. Or individual executives can
empty the briefcase of work while traveling -~ something they would hesitate
to do in the close-quarters setting of a commercial flight. Or, they may plan
their business call at the destination city, or prepare their formal trip
reports on the way home. 1In fact, the chief executive officer of one of our
larger NBAA member companies says that *...using the company plane is a sneaky
way of getting more working time out of our executives."

And, of course, there are the obvious advantages. No time need be
lost waiting for the next scheduled flight once business is concluded.
Conversely, no efficiency need be lost because sufficient time cannot be
allowed to complete the business because the executive must “"catch a plane."”

From the self-serving point of view of the businesses themselves, it
would appear that the use of aircraft is a productive addition to the
corporate economy. But, by now you are probably asking what all this has to
do with the impact business aviation has on the national economy? What is the
public benefit from general aviation activity?

Unfortunately, this has never been measured in any great depth by
anyone -- including the Federal Aviation Administration. However, by sampling
some individual situations around the nation, it is possible to get a feel for
the contributions made by aviation in general, and business aviation in
particular,

In Ohio, for example, a statewide airport program was initiated in
1965 with $6.2 million in State funds. Sixty-four counties participated by
building new airports and improving existing facilities. When the State later
conducted an evaluation of the program, the following specifics were
determined:

At 20 new airports created under the program, almost half of all

landings and takeoffs being made were by corporate aircraft and commercial
cargo planes.
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More than half of 150 manufacturing firms selected at random
throughout the state use their air transportation facilities frequently.

The counties with new airports had a three-percent higher payroll
rate increase after completion of the airport than did the counties which did
not participate.

Extrapolating from the experience of participating counties, compared
with non-participating counties, it appears that over a four-year period, Ohio
netted $250 million in additional personal income, and created more than
60,300 new jobs by virtue of the airport development program. That is a
benefit-to-cost ratio of 20 to 1.

On a national basis, the JOURNAL OF COMMERCE on March 27, 1978,
reported on the growth of the corporate aircraft fleet, and stated that,
"...over 1,000 plants in the last three years have been located in the areas
distant from major city airports. Decentralization makes it tougher to keep
tabs on operations without bloating the executive ranks. In addition, the
airports with airline service are dwindling."

Many towns and communities nationally recognize this. Lee's Summit,
Kansas, for example, recently purchased a private airport for the City, and is
extending the runway from 2,400 to 3,000 feet to accommodate twin-engine
aircraft. The stated purpose is to make the airport an attraction for
industry.

Dr. A. Erskine Sproul, Chairman of the Shenandoah Valley Airport
Commission, at Staunton, Virginia, reported that 10 new industries employing
at least 4,000 people have moved into the area in the last 17 years, and
airport facilities were listed as a prerequisite by all of them.

The Milan, Tennessee, MIRROR, reported last year on Gibson County's
opening of a new airport with a 4,500 foot runway to "handle all business jets
and piston driven planes..."” Mr. Argyle Graves, Chairman of the Airport
Commission, was quoted as saying, "Seventy-five percent of prospective plants
use jets, and I know of one big plant which bypassed Milan and went to a
neighboring Tennessee town because they had adequate airport facilites.
Contrary to what many people think," Mr. Graves continued, "airports are not a
luxury enjoyed by a few. They have become vital links for the business
world. With the new facilities at Gibson County Airport, a business executive
can fly to Chicago and back and transact his business in less than eight
hours. I feel that the airport will be one of the county's greatest assets."

In 1978, the Santa Barbara, California, NEWS PRESS ran a roundup on
local airports and what they contribute to the economy. They stated that
because of industry located on the airport, the Santa Maria Public Airport
provides jobs for 1,600 area residents. It makes possible private and airline
transport to cattlemen and vegetable producers. Columbia Records uses it for
air freight service; oil companies use it as a staging airport for geologists
in the area. The report also included the Lompoc Airport, with a 3,600 foot
runway, and states that this airport has 16 persons employed on it with an
annual payroll of $100,000.
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The Oxnard, California, PRESS-COURIER reported that the Camarillo
Airport, with 90,000 takeoffs and landings in 1977, generated $310,000 in
revenue -- more than it costs the county to operate the airport. It also
generated $64,000 in local taxes., In addition, tenants at the airport employ
approximately 390 persons with a payroll of over $3.5 million annually.

At Odessa, Texas, the Airport Board surveyed 135 businesses selected
at random in the area and found that 46 percent of the companies had
customers, business associates, or company personnel who travel to and from
Odessa by business aircraft. This represents a passenger flow of 385
passengers a month traveling by other than scheduled aircraft, Over 50
percent of the businesses that operate aircraft to Odessa stated that
additional facilities would encourage more use of the airport.

The Santa Ana, California, Chamber of Commerce sent questionnaires to
1,000 randomly selected businesses in the area and received 518 replies.
Seventy-one percent of the replies showed a need for air transportation
facilities. Twenty-eight percent of the 518 companies said the Orange County
Airport had influenced the decision to locate within the County.

Twenty-five percent said they use general aviation aircraft, and
average ten flights per month. Of that group, roughly 40 percent -- or 51
companies -- had their own aircraft; the remainder chose to use charter
flights.

A1l these examples support the finding of a U.S. Department of
Commerce survey which polled 3,000 manufacturing firms to determine factors
influencing industry location decisions. The availability of air service and
preferred community size were two survey items. For 11 percent, availability
of air service was considered critical; and for 17 percent, significant.
Cities of under 25,000 were the preferred size for 20 percent of the firms,
with 38 percent choosing cities of 50,000 or Jess.

A Another survey of leading United States firms revealed that 80
percent would not locate a plant in an area lacking an airport, and 57 percent

indicated that the airport should be capable of handling heavy twin engine
aircraft.

In addition to bringing business into a community and helping local
people to conduct business outside the community, airports bring very tangible
benefits to the entire population. The access an airport provides and the
employment opportunities it offers are easily recognized. Less apparent,
perhaps, but no less important are:

1. Value of time saved (by passenger plus "domino effect")
A. Business flying
B. Pleasure flying
C. Utility flying
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2. Emergency value (human life and property)

A. Natural disaster (earthquakes, floods, wind and weather)
B. Crime control and law enforcement
C. Riots and civil disturbances
D. Rescue and life savings
E. Forest fire fighting
3. National defense value
A. Pilot training and availability
B. Value to war time combat use
C. Civil Air Patrol
4. Promotion or stimulation of air carrier flying -- provides valuable
feeder traffic.
5. Entertainment value
A. Value to general aviation passengers (in terms of gratification)
1) Air shows
2) Radio, TV, movies
3) Vacation and resort area development
4) Sightseeing and other transportation modes
B. Value to entertainment industry
6. General business industry associated with general aviation travel
A. Hotels
B. Ground transportation (taxi, limousine, car rental, etc.)
C. Meals
7. Specific benefits related to general aviation
A. Aerial photography and mapping
B. Fish spotting and fish savings
C. Forest fire patrol
D. Power and pipeline patrol
E. Corporation internal business aircraft management, maintenance,

and operations, personnel and expenses.

The local airport is rapidly becoming the principal gateway to the
nation's modern transportation system. Communities large and small are
realizing that to be without air service today is as detrimental to their
development as being bypassed by the railroads was a century ago, or left off
the highway map 25 years ago.

Communities that are not readily accessible to the airways may suffer
penalties that can affect every local citizen -- whether he flies in a general
aviation aircraft, uses commercial airlines, or never has occasion to travel
at all.

The role of the general aviation airport in providing air access is
increasing. By having access to all the Nation's airports, general aviation
aircraft can bring the benefits and values of air transportation to this
entire country.

THROUGHOUT THE COUNTRY, AIRPORTS AND GENERAL AVIATION MEAN BUSINESS.
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MR. LEWIS: You paint a very rosy picture about an airport coming
into a community, and a lot of it is true, but what you have not told us about
is when a new airport comes in and a new industry comes in, how many people
that have lived in the community are hired for this new industry; or do they
bring in people from the outside, thereby increasing the burdens on the
police, fire department and everything else because new homes have to go up?
These all have to be taken into consideration. And what I am thinking of is a
situation that developed in Newbergh, New York a number of years ago.

When the MTA, I think it was, took over the airport and expanded it,
they sold the people there a bill of goods about -- Newbergh is going to be
put on the map, it is going to be the answer to New York City and everything
else. They had public meetings and we went up there, I and two other people
who knew something about aircraft noise and what airplanes do to a community
to try to tell these people that they were being given a snow job -- and I use
the term "snow job" very often because this is what a lot of agencies and
groups do to peopie. Well, we were practically booed out of town. Even the
Mayor said, “These fellows don't know what they are talking about." Well, if
we went up there today I think they would give us a tickertape parade through
town. So when you paint the rosy picture, paint the other side of it too.
Now, if you have comments I would be interested to hear them.

MR. McCARTY: As I said, there are not a lot of available figures;
figures on when a plant comes into a community how many people they are going
to employ. Certainly, the employment ranks is one consideration a company is
going to look at before they build in any given area. And when you say that
it means new homes and things like that, certainly it means new development.
Basically, I think we have to realize that there is no such thing as a free
lunch. We have to realize that we are going to have to balance the importance
of the airport and some of the problems that may be associated with the
continual growth.

MR. LEWIS: Who is supposed to make that decision -- the local
government of that area, the airport operator, or the peop]e that are living
in the area who are going to be affected by the increase in noise pollution
and everything else?

MR. McCARTY: I think that the size of the airport itself and the
facilities you want to offer are up to the citizenry. But once you make that
decision, that is when land use control and planning come into effect. It
should not be a decision that is made -- Well, we sure would like to see Allis
Chalmers but --

MR. LEWIS: Well, the thing is that too many times I find this to be
so. The people are brought into the picture after decisions have been made
and this is wrong. This is why we have all these problems. People have to be
brought in from day one, not day two. This does not happen.

MR. McCARTY: Well, I will certainly agree with that, Communication
is a big thing and I know that my association has the same problems by the
fact that FAA and other Federal agencies do certain things without consulting
us. And so I definitely support an open discussion by all parties involved.

59



MR. LEWIS: You see, I represent local government, and local
government is just that, local government. I mean, our residents can talk to
our elected officials. They can call them up at home and everything else, and
we are concerned about what is happening -- which is not the case in a lot of
other areas, unfortunately. That is why sometimes I may sound like some guy
out carrying a picket sign. And I have carried picket signs too, objecting to
JFK and everything else, and I am proud of it. But the thing is, FAA, airport
operators, various aviation industry associations must take into consideration
the people living under the paths of those airplanes, whether they are talking
about a Cessna or a 747 or a Concorde or anything else. And until the
aviation community admits this and does something about it, we are going to
have problems. :

DR. BRAGDON: Thanks again, Mike, for your presentation. At this
time we have the last role player, so to speak, in this afternoon session. We
have had some comments about citizen groups but this individual represents a
very active and professionally involved group. Her name is Joan Caldwell,

She is President of the Northwest Greenwich Association of Greenwich,
Connecticut. Joan is going to be discussing an issue that she has been
dealing with quite a while, the impact of general aviation activity on airport
community residents.

MS. JOAN CALDWELL: It is at moments like this that I wish I was a
lot taller.

Last week I had the priviledge of working for a five-day session with
members of the Eastern Region FAA and the New York Port Authority. We were a
group of 18. I was the only female and the only member of a citizens group,
and when I was introduced, I was introduced as the enemy. I would hope that
you will not view me the same way. As for how I view aircraft, I think it is
a necessary part of our commercial community. I think that airports and
aircraft owners can be made good neighbors and that is what I been have
working on for the past five or six years. The FAA is distributing a
publication called, The Westchester Experiment. I have a copy which has been
reproduced and distributed to you. I would like to pass along this
publication because I think what you need to know is how one community was
plagued -- and that is the word I want to use -- by aircraft noise and how we
have chosen to deal with it.

Westchester County Airport is located on the New York-Connecticut
line. It was plunked right down in the middle of four residential communities
which, if you look at their incorporation charters, were there probably at the
time that this country became a country. So it was not the question of the
neighborhood moving in on the airport. The airport moved in on the
neighborhood.

When it was created, it was created as a military base and served the
northeast area during World War II. At the end of the war the State deeded
the property to the county and the county continued to operate the facility as
a general aviation airport, servicing primarily single engine piston
aircraft. In those days it was rather fun to get in the car and take a Sunday
afternoon trip to go out and see all the airplanes. But then, sometime around
1962, a phenomenon took place and instead of having a piston engine, you began
to get the corporate jets and with them the tremendous exposure to noise.
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The corporate fleet increased tremendously and throughout the late
'60's we found ourselves with more and more planes coming in and out and
particularly late-hour traffic; traffic that disturbed the residents' sleep,
disturbed the pleasure of their homes during the weekends, and just disturbed
the residents generally. As a community and as a home owner association which
has long been established, we tried to deal with this, as we tried to deal
with any problem within our community. That is when I was made representative
of the Westchester County citizens group.

Now let me explain here, Westchester County Airport was owned and
still is owned by Westchester County, New York. It was operated by the Guif
0i1 Company in their holding operation. It is now operated by PanAm
Airlines. Greenwich, Connecticut is a political subdivision that has nothing
to do with Westchester County. They could not care less about us at that

point if they tried. We had no votes to hand them. That is what they were
Tooking for.

So, my predecessor and I would go from office to office, from FAA to
operator to owner, seeking some relief from this noise exposure which was
increasing. We would be very gently passsed off to the next man. The FAA
said it was the operator; the operator said it was the owner; the owner said
it was the FAA, and we had a merry shell game.

In 1973, the operations of Westchester County Airport were 282,000.
That is a lot of operations. A good percentage of them were the corporate
jets. We had in addition, however, military aircraft. We had the Skymaster
and the training operation for the Air National Guard. It is a push-pull
job. Some of you may know it. It has a prop on the back. The prop on the
back sets up conflicting air currents with two struts. It is a funny looking
little plane. Four of those in formation will take the fillings right out of
your back teeth, and we had to do something about that.

: We had the single-engine pistons and training operations and these
formed what I called the "daisy chains." If you sat out in the backyard you
could see five or six of them circting all around -- and it would go on from
ten or eleven o'clock on Saturday morning to four or five. It was like
reaching for a fly; you could not quite get it. You knew it was annoying you
and you could not get it and you could not stop it.

We had the commercial airlines. At that time it was Mohawk, a single
airline; now it was Allegheny, which operated very infrequently but when it
did you knew it did. You could hear it for miles. A1l of these in 1973 until
the neighbors had had it and I said okay. We filed a $20 million lawsuit with
the Federal Court. We had to get the mule's attention. We got it. We filed
a suit against Westchester County as the owner, the FAA for controlling the
airspace, Gulf 0il as the operator, and we were willing to invite anyone else
to the birthday party we could think of.

What happened was the County, I think largely with the efforts of the
NBAA, decided that negotiation with the neighbors was a better way to go, and
it is the way that I would strongly recommend to you because the problems with
airport noise stem from the fact that; one, the neighbors do not know and do
not understand, and; two, they think you do not know and you do not understand
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their problems. Dialogue, if it is begun early and particularly if you are

going to get into any long-range planning, can diffuse opposition long before
the opposition has a chance to form.

In the case of Westchester, they came in and said we would 1ike to
negotiate. My immediate reaction was no way -- for three reasons. One, I did
not trust them. 1 did not trust them at all. Two, I was afraid that
unprogrammed informal negotiations could go on with no meaningful progress.
Three, I was afraid that long-term or prolonged negotiations would empty our
coffers of the money that we had set aside, and we were ready to go the whole
way. So what we did was set up a settlement stipulation and in it we asked
for negotiations using residents in this case represented by the Town of
Greenwich, who instituted the suit along with the Home Owners Association of
which I am President. On the opposite side of the table we had the NBAA as
representative of the corporations flying out of the airport, and the local
pilot's organization, representative of the people operating that aircraft.
We had and still have as resource people the FAA tower man, the airport

operator, and occasionally a representative of the airport owners, Westchester
County.

The agreement was satisfactory to us and so it was signed and
submitted to the Court. We are now functioning under that. We have been
functioning for four years. Attached as an appendix to that stipulation was
the following document, which says the committee shall initially consider,
study, and if possible, report on the following items:

1. Nighttime operations at the airport between the hours of 11:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m.

2. Abatement of noise disturbances from engine run-ups and ground
operations.

3. Touch-and-go flight procedures.
4, Scheduling of student pilot training.

5. The feasibility and desirability of establishing a preferential
runway system.

6. Runway restrictions.

7. Raising the floor under the LaGuardia Control area in and around
Westchester County Airport to a minimum of 4,000 feet MSL, or
above, from its current floor of 3,000 feet MSL.

8. The safest and most desirable angle for the existing glide slope
and any future glide slopes that might be installed.

9. The installation of a VASI system on Runways 11, 29, and 16.

10. The feasibility, desirability and possible consequences of the
installation of noise monitoring equipment.

11. Helicopter operations.
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12. Use of thrust reversers.

13. Discussion, proposal and implementation of other practices and
procedures which will reduce noise and emissions and increase
safety from the operation of Westchester County Airport.

Now, this list was put together by the Home Owners Association based
on the kind of problems we have had. In four years, we have helped to make
Westchester Airport a better neighbor. There is long way to go but we are on
our way. The key to it is trust and credibility. It means I have to do my
homework before I go in that negotiating room, but so does the pilot and so
does the FAA. And when we go in there, we go in with a common purpose and

that is to solve the problems in the most amicable fashion possible and the
safest way possible.

The first negotiation session was held in September, about four years
ago. I remember it very clearly because there was some question in my mind as
to who was going to come out scarred. It was a hostile session. There was a
great deal of anger expressed on both sides of the table. This I can say,
from other experiences I have had, you can expect. You can give the community
that has been impacted by the airport the opportunity to vent anger and its
frustrations, but once that has happened, once that is clear and the air is
freshened, then you can begin to work for positive solutions. And it is in

that fashion that you will come out with a noise abatement procedure that will
work.

In terms of Westchester, the impacts on the surrounding neighbors
were two-fold. One, you took a man's house in a sense. You flew over it,
making it at times a very unpleasant place to be. You had also an impact on
its economic value. In the case of Greenwich, Connecticut, what you had been
flying over was the highest tax base in the town. Right now those properties
are selling for between a quarter and a half million dollars, and anything
that jeopardizes that tax base affects the whole town. So it was a community
problem. It was not just a neighborhood problem,

In terms of communities and long-term planning, there is a long-term
plan being developed for Westchester County Airport and our association has
been involved in it. But there is some concern on the part of the Home Owners
Association and in my mind as to whether or not Westchester County's plan for
the airport and the use of the land around the airport under their control is
compatible with what is already existing in Connecticut. We have not been
able to, what I call, get a good meaningful dialogue going back and forth.

In terms of the master plan, there was one meeting held in
Greenwich. In all honesty, I should say that we probably had the first
meeting to air and presumably get some opinion from the residents of Greenwich
as to what should be done with the airport. 1 have attended a great many
public meetings. This has to have been the worst. We had well over 60 people
there. We had a turn-away crowd with very little opportunity for the citizens
to speak. Instead, the master planner came in with charts, with diagrams,
with a great deal of technical description, and in the end he successfully
convinced 60 people that they were being hoodwinked and not told the truth.
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That was not what he went in there to do. That was not what he intended to
do. And I don't think that was the case, but that is the impression he left.
And since he had come, I have had the job of repairing the fence, of trying to
make them believe that Westchester County does care; that it is trying to plan
an airport that will be a good neighbor, that will not commercially expand and

that in fact there is still good faith and bargaining going on in these
negotiations.

It is tough, but citizen involvement and involving citizens in a
meaningful way is the only way we are going to solve the problems we have got
today and, unfortunately, we have run into a problem in Westchester County. I
would like to answer your questions.

MR. KENNETH J. DELINO: My name is Ken Delino of Systems Control,
Inc. You never told us if any of the noise stopped.

MS. CALDWELL: We have reduced the noise to the point where I can
honestly say that I do not find the airport as objectionable as it was four or
five years ago. However, we instituted the use of a voluntary curfew on
takeoffs between 11:00 o'clock at night and 6:30 in the morning. Now, that
curfew is about 76% effective. The other 25% stands out so much that in
future negotiations, in fact, in the set coming up I plan to raise the subject
of how we are going to create something more effective and forceful. These
are residential communities. People are entitled to sleep. We did eliminate
the use of reverse thrust at night. It was a terrible situation. We have
managed to reduce, or better control engine runup, high-frequency runups. We
placed these on the airport in such a fashion now that -- well, in general, in
using a number of procedures, yes, we have reduced noise to a point where yes,
it is a better neighborhood but we go step by step.

MR. JAMES F. WALTERS: Jim Walters, National Park Service, Grand
Canyon. We are constantly hearing complaints in the Park Service concerning
aircraft noise. In talking with the people, we find that a lot of the
animosity and the feeling is directed toward a frustration concerning not so
much the decibel levels but there is an intrusion upon peace and quiet in the
park. I wondered how you attempted to quantify exactly what it was that was
irksome to people; or do you have to quantify it?

MS. CALDWELL: Yes, we did have to quantify it. The comparison of
the single-engine piston and the jet is just itself incomprehensible. One can
understand how the jet can bother and annoy, but to say this little plane is
bothering you the pilots would not believe it. We had to bring people in and
have them actually explain what was the way it annoyed them. It was the '
rapidity of it overhead; it was a little bit fear, where there is a very low
ambient noise level. )

MR. WALTERS: Thank you very much. I think you are beginning to
identify what is going to be more and more a problem around the U.S., and
certainly the National Park Services are trying to address the problems in

those areas that are specifically set aside to maintain peace and quiet. Good
luck to you.

MS. CALDWELL: T might add here that one of the things we were doing
last week at LaGuardia was working with the FAA on what they called a
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Community Involvement Program. They have a publication out and it has got
some good material in it. I told them if they had done it 15 years ago we
would have all been a lot happier. The important thing here is that for those
of you who are working in communities there are some excellent guidelines and
suggestions. And, one of the things that I cannot too strongly emphasize is
that if you are fortunate enough to get a couple of dozen residents into a
public meeting, the way you structure your meeting will determine its success.

If you stand up here and talk to them the way I am talking to you,
you can count on having a flop. But if you open it up and encourage them to
talk, by either asking questions or just allowing them to complain to you, you
will then vent the anger and pretty soon you will have a couple of dozen
people who are really talking up the problem and working towards solutions.

MR. WALTERS: Where or how does one get a group like that in say a
National Park somewhere, where they are changing people all the time? 1 get
notices from people who are way out on the back country or in some meditation
center or somewhere quite removed from an airport. If you are right around
the airport, you own the property there, I can understand a reason for your
getting together and for advocating a particular policy. I am absolutely
convinced that there is no one who can influence public policy more than an
organized citizens group. I don't think there is anyone in Washington or
Congress or whatever who wouldn't listen to an organized citizens group at the
local level because it is a local issue. So how does one structure a meeting,
even if you want to have it open, when you have got people who are coming and
going and do not own the property?

MS. CALDWELL: Where you have transients in an area it is obviously
very difficult if not perhaps impossible. Curiously enough, one of the people
at this meeting lTast week has done a great deal of work with the Department of
Interior, its parks in California, and he indicated that he had been running
into this and what they have done is:

They have gone through -- I guess there are registration slips that
have to be filled out to use the Federal parklands. They have gone through
those registration slips and found the repeaters, those that came back from
year to year and sent them notices that there would be a public meeting.

Those in the area did come and his indication, if I remember correctly, was
that they had group of about 50. And that 50 made their concerns and their
apprehensions known. This then became kind of a task force who could from
time to time deal with the airport question on a level, and I gquess that it is
an ongoing thing. 1 would be glad to give you his name.

DR. BRAGDON: Any other questions? I would like to find out about

this publication. Maybe John could enlighten us in terms of possibly getting
it or making it available. It is a May '79 date.

MS. CALDWELL: FAA, EE-79-06, published May, 1979.
MR. WESLER: My office published it and I would be happy to provide

copies to any of you who would like it, if I can provide such copies to Cliff
to be included in your handouts of your transcript.
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This is in the nature of a workbook which is being used in a series
of seminars around the country to teach our own people, speaking for the FAA
as well as others involved in airports, airport noise and other environmenal
problems on how to conduct an effective participation program.

MS. CALDWELL: But the procedures are excellent. I mean, I have gone
through it and they will work just as well for an airport operator trying to
reach into his community or an airport owner. Thank you.
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PANEL DISCUSSION

October 3, 1979 4:00 o'clock, p.m.

DR. BRAGDON: I would T1ike to introduce the five panelists. John
Tyler is on my far left, consultant with N.0.I.S.E., the National Organization
to Insure Sound Control Environment, for Glastonbury, Connecticut. Joe Lewis,
immediately to my left, is Executive Director of Town-Village Aircraft Safety
and Noise Abatement Committee, from Lawrence, New York, Town of Hempstead.
Jack Swing, next to John Tyler. Jack is with the California Department of
Public Health, located in Berkeley, California. Shirley Grindle, citizens
representative from Orange County, California. We are pleased to have Shirley

here. And the last person, directly in the middle, Angelo Campanella,
President ACCULAB, Columbus, Ohio.

MR. JOHN TYLER: While we are waiting for Cliff to work out this
little detail, let me make an announcement. Whereas I am listed as a
consultant to N.O.I.S.E. -- N.O.I.S.E. is an organization called the National
Organization to Insure Sound Control Environment -- I am in no position to
speak for N.O.I.S.E. You know, a consultant responds when he js asked
something but he does not speak for the organization that he works for. So,
let the record show that I am not speaking for them.

ATTENDEE: Who are you speaking for, John?

MR. TYLER: Just let me take a second. Bill Sperry asks who do I
speak for. Just to give you a little background, I have been an employee for
Pratt-Whitney Aircraft for a period of 30-odd years in charge of jet aircraft
noise research and development. Prior to that, I have worked in the aviation
field. As a matter of fact, I worked on the first DC3 that was being built
for American Airlines back in 1937. As a result, I have a rather wide
experience of aircraft problems, both in the vibration field and noise field.
At the present time I am doing work primarily for communities around airports,
which maybe some people might think is a switch after working for industry.
But as a matter of fact, it turns out to be just the same kind of material,
applied pretty much in the same way as when [ worked for Pratt and Whitney.

MR. JOSEPH R. LEWIS: 1 am the Executive Director of the Town-Village
Aircraft Safety and Noise Abatement Committee, which is in the office of the
local government of the Town of Hempstead, New York, and which concerns itself
with aircraft noise and safety of the airport. Now the Town of Hempstead has’
a population of about 85,000 people. Thirty-eight percent of the population
is affected by the noise of Kennedy Airport, and when you talk about safety,
just about everybody in the town is concerned with safety in operations at
Kennedy Airport. We have been making some progress though, even though some
of the things I may have said here today, questions and all -- I may have been
giving you the impression that the FAA is all bad -- sounded otherwise. FAA
is not really all bad; it is about 95% bad.

MR. LEWIS: Now the thing I have found, the important thing -- and
this is something I think that everybody should bring home with them -- is
when they are dealing with a government agency, do your homework. Because
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when you come up against these fellows in the Regional Offices, if they know
you have not done you homework they are going to walk all over you. These
books I have are just samples of some of the records we have back in the
office. We have about 30 or 35 big, thick looseleaf books with records. In

fact, I daresay, John, some of our records are better than the FAA records of
Kennedy Airport.

And we get things done. We have gotten them to comply with the
preferential runway system up there just about as close as is humanly possible
to get. We have gotten them to comply with the midnight runway selection
program, which is a big thing too. We still have a couple of controllers that
are rugged individualists, but we are working on them also and we will have
them in line before long; won't we, John? That is about all I can say. As we
go along, if any of you have any questions I will give you the right answers.

MS. SHIRLEY GRINDLE: I was introduced this afternoon by Cl1iff as
being a citizen representative from Orange County, California -- and I would
like to add a little bit to that. I spent four years between 1973 and 1977 on
the Orange County Planning Commission -- two of those years as its chairman.
And one of the biggest issues that surfaced during those four years and is now

becoming one of the biggest political issues in Orange County has to do with
airport noise activity.

At the time that I was on the Commission, the big issue was whether
or not to allow residential development around the E1 Toro Marine Corps Air
Base. The issue has not gone beyond that to one of where are we going to
build another commercial, general aviation airport in Orange County. I do not
want to get into that subject right now, but later on, if anyone would like to
know more about that issue, I would be glad to maybe try and enter into it
during our panel discussion.

I would like to say something today about the speakers. I related to
many of them but I noticed that every one of them said that the most difficult
aspect of correcting the conflict between airport noise and land use was the
land use aspect. In other words, you could change the FAA standards and
enforce them or you could change the operational procedures or the third
solution was to do something about the land use, and every one of them said
that was the most difficult one to deal with. But nobody said why. It is as
though all of us really ignore how those land use decisions came about, and
maybe that is because as a nation we have become very apathetic. We accept as
a way of life the political decisions that ended up creating these problems to
begin with. Someone at every airport, some local jurisdiction, a city council
or board of supervisors had to approve the land use or disapprove it.

If we were to have a chairman of the Orange County Board of
Supervisors sitting here today, I would ask him one question. In face of all
history and all of the facts about conflicts between home owners and airport
activity, why, chairman so-and-so, did you recently approve a 500-unit
development 100 feet from the end of the airport runway? Now, he is not going
to tell us the answer. In fact, he will probably be sweating about that time,
but the real answer is that probably -- undoubtedly -- the person who owned
that property was a major campaign contributor to get him reelected.
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So I am saying that most of the problems of airport conflicts with
residential property owners have come about because of very, very poor
political decisions. We have the knowledge. We have the ability. We have
the planning ability and we have the technical knowledge to not have any of
this happen, but we do not have politicians in this country who have the
integrity and the long-range vision to make decisions that protect the
long-range future, because the long-range future to a politician is his next
election -- and that is one of the big problems.

MR. ANGELO J. CAMPANELLA: My name is Angelo Campanella. By way of
introduction here, I will mention some of my background. 1In this general area
of technology, I am a consultant in acoustics and noise control. Among my
many activities have been the noise analysis for at least three general
aviation airports around Ohio. I spent the last year, a meeting or so a
month, on a comnittee in the City of Columbus, Ohio to help redraft all of the
city ordinances against noise to bring them up to date and make them
compatible with the people that have to enforce them.

I have performed perhaps a dozen-odd noise analyses for developers of
residential tracts of land, none next to airports for a reason that I will
state in a moment, but a lot near highways and railroads. 1 have had
inquiries over the phone about airport noise but it never went very far. The
probiem there is that the people come to me seeking FHA financing, insurance
for mortages, and FHA throws the ball to HUD and HUD pulls out the 13.92 and,
lo and behold, in 13.92 they allow anything up to -- 30. And you go to most
general aviation airports and not get you up to Ldn 65, so that means no noise
analysis required. That is the problem with the one organization that does
have some clout, so to speak, which is HUD, in the planning phase.

They have a couple of comments here, but again I sense the same
thing. I see no action whatsoever, certainly in my area, on the part of local
officials to do land planning with respect to the noise about airports. I
know that the NEF contours exist now and the ranges have to be applied and,
certainly, I will spend the next year of any volunteer time trying to help
them come to some conclusion in that area.

Some comments along the way here for the young lady from
Massachusetts. You mentioned something about ILS impact and that brings an
interesting fact up. Every time a master plan comes along, for those that
have to be rationalized -- and I use the word rationalize for obvious reasons
-- as to how these airport improvements are going to affect the environment,
and the two items that always come up are the length of the runway and the
installation of the ILS or landing systems. Taxiways come up too but that is
not usually a factor. And often as not, I have heard some of the semi-experts
who will say that an ILS will reduce noise and that a longer runway can reduce
noise also. I do not necessarily support that. I think the public is fairly
quick to pick up the fact that this might not be so. And we need more
definition in those areas as to show exactly what the impact the long runway

and the ILS system would be. This is undeveloped territory to my knowledge
right now.

I wish I could learn what would motivate the officials to provide

sensible land use plans about airports. It is critical and it may be that it
will take some serious impacts like they have had in Los Angeles and
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Westchester County and so forth to bring those officials to the point where
they realize that there is a real problem, that the airport is not going to go
away and that it is a permanent member of their community and it needs to be
treated as such, a permanent facility, just as a river or harbor and so on.

MR. JACK SWING: We could spend a bit of time discussing the, quote,
California experience, but there are enough people here from California that
we will hear plenty of that. There are a couple of things we do do in
California that I think are significant that begin to address this problem.

We do require land use planning elements of each community's general plan. I
mean, the fact that we require a community general plan in the first place is
somewhat unique. Very few states in the country require that. Our general
planning requires a noise planning element to-boot. If this were not enough,
we also created airport land use commissions, which [ am sure Shirley has
dealt with extensively. They have not been largely effective but at least we
are recognizing that airport noise is a unique, distinct problem. And they do
not 1imit their activities only to commercial airports. They are beginning to
consider general aviation airports more and more.

The particular types of problems we run into, and through my office
we get quite a number of complaints on noise pollution problems throughout the
State, we deal with some and some we try and pass on to local agencies for
their own resolution -- but we end up doing a traveling road show. Quite
regularly, we go out and attempt to offer suggestions on what the problems may
entail and some concepts for solutions. 1 have been very involved in the El
Toro Marine Base situation down in Orange County. But I see a couple of
things that have been said by our previous speakers that I recognize happening
in California more and more that make general aviation noise a unique
problem. And if I may generalize, which I am going to do anyway, we see quite
a number of situations in which general aviation noise tends to affect higher
income residential areas.

L.A. International tends to affect Inglewood and a number of let's
say lower economic strata. You get into a situation where Torrance Airport
affects Rolling Hills, some rather expensive real estate. Orange County
Airport is sort of a mix of commercial and general aviation. It affects a lot
of expensive homes sites. We see this happening throughout the state. '

There are two ramifications of that. Impacted people are well
informed about the law, about their political and legal recourse to a noise
intrusion. These people also have moved a bit beyond the fundamental demands
of just eating and those kinds of things that the lower incomes deal with. So
they now are more concerned with their peace and quiet and enjoying their
environment. General aviation noise affects a slightly different portion of
the poputation.

This other thing that we talked about earlier, a number of people
mentioned. It generally affects them at rather lower levels than in the
commercial airports. Seeing an Ldn 65 would be rather an extreme situation
for most general aviation airports in California. Typically, the levels are
well below that. So we see that it is not perhaps the composite exposure that
is bothering people. It is single events, and this has been brought out by
Mr. Doyle and I think even Chuck Elkins made some allusion to that.
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I wrote an editorial a few months ago that appeared in the Institute
of Noise Control Engineering magazine, copies of which are being prepared and
will be available for you in the morning. It received a Tot of criticism and
that was the plan. You will receive a copy of that in the morning, and in
this editorial I suggest there are two or three potential solutions to let's
say an aircraft noise problem, and the solution really needs tc take the form
of a balance. I am suggesting that within California, especially,
encroachment is really here today. We are not dealing with unimpacted
airports anymore; we are dealing with the facts of life that wherever you
build a house, if it is between the runways at E1 Toro, someone is going to
try to do it. So we can fight the real estate battles over and over and will
probably lose. So then you deal with the situation, how to achieve
compatibility or how do you reduce the impact of this aircraft noise. There
are a couple of solutions we talked about in the editorial. You can place
people in bomb shelters. In Minnesota that might not be a bad idea because it
is pretty damned cold back there and the mosquitoes eat you in the summer
time. So that might work in some parts of the country. It may be compatible
with your life style.

There are other things you can do. You can get people to waive their
rights to all future use of the airport, future recourse to the airport. One
of my pet peeves is aviation easements, and I am going to badger John Wesler
about that after a while. And then there is another possible partial
solution, and that is if we can adequately inform people of the effects of
noise, of this particular noise from a general aviation or any other source of
annoyance; describe that noise in such terms that they can relate it to their
everyday human activities. Then they can make an informed decision. Is this
noise really a significant impact? Will it really alter my life style?

MR. JOHN TYLER: I guess everybody up here is making a speech. We
are here not more than a half hour, more than halfway through our hour and I
do not know how much time we will have for you to ask questions and for us to
ask questions, but let me make a little speech and end it up with a question,
And the question is to John Wesler and it has to do with the subject that has
been discussed by practically each of the panelists coming up to me.

The airport system throughout the United States started off with a
bunch of strips in cow pastures and places around the country where people had
airplanes and wanted to fly them. There was a great impetus to this airport
development during World War II when somebody in Federal Government decided it
would be desirable to have little airports spread throughout the country to
protect the communities surrounding those airports. Looking back, it was a
pretty ridiculous idea but, at any rate, a lot of airports got developed at
that time. And after the war was over the Federal Government deeded these
airports over to the communities that surrounded the airports. Maybe the
communities would not have gone out of their way to develop an airport there
but since they were given an airport they developed it there.

Now many of these airports were put in positions where they were
surrounded by towns that have been there from back to the Revolutionary
times. In fact, we heard an example this morning about Westchester County.
Look at Clover Field which was an airport which served a Douglas Aircraft
production facility outside of Chicago during World War II. At the end of the
war it was turned over to the City of Chicago and became the primary airport
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for Chicago. The towns along the railroad, Des Plaines, Park Ridge, the whole
district had been there for generations and after the airport was established,
it was in the middle 1960's {1966) when Prasident Johnson appointed a task
force supervised by his science-technology adviser. This particular effort
was called the Program Evaluation and Development Committee, and it was
chaired by Nick Gollivan.

During that period there was a major national effort to do something
about aircraft noise. As part of this program, the lawyer for the City of
Chicago was asked to provide some justification for the attitude which the
City of Chicago took with regard to the area surrounding the airport. He very
naively gave a very honest expose of the intarnal philosophy of the group that
ran O'Hare. He said, what we need is authority to control land use out to ten
miles from the center of the airport in all directions. He pointed out that
the airport expected to expand rapidly. They had some runways that were there
when the airport was turned over to the city. They had already added a few
and they knew they were going to add some more, hut they had no idea of where
they wanted to add them. So rather than getting together with the communities
around O'Hare and deciding what was already a city right here off the end of
the runway, let us not point a runway in that direction right off the boundary
of the airport.

He said what we need is the authority to put a runway anywhere we
want to, and the City of Chicago has been pretty autocratic over the years,
They have put the ruaways anywhere they wanted to. They have now two separate
airports on opposite sides of the terminal building and they have enough
runways to handle all the traffic that the air above the airport can handle.
Now, this is sort of tynical of what happens where there is a need for an
airport.

Now many of the airports which are now small around the United States
are expected to grow in the future as airports like Chicago and Kennedy and
Atlanta and so on meet capacities. Any expansion in operation has to be taken
care of by reliever airports and, since it is very difficult to get a new
airport started, these reliever airport operations are going to grow into
airports already in existence, where there is a total of one little strip that
can be expanded into a larger airport by extending a runway a few hundred feet
this year and putting in annther runway next year and so on. In each case no
great increase in capacity but step by step you make a bigger airport out of
it.

Now when we come to studies of airports in general, the attitude of
the Federal authorities -- and I sort of point to John Wesler because he
represents the FAA, that we can take Congress and any other group and they say
if you want to make a study of airport noise and land use planning, let us
confine it to the airports that already have a problem. Let us not dig down
into a situation where they do not have a problem, because you are going to
stir people up and get them against the airport. Now, it is really those
airports which have not already used up the land around the airport which
could now be planning such that in the future they would have proper use of
that land where there is going to be a high noise impact in the future.

Now, I have talked long enough but I think you see the picture that I
am drawing. If we are going to do anything that is going to protect us in the
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future, we have to do it before the land around the airport is already used up
by residential use. So why do we not look at the layer of airports where
there's still an opportunity to do something and where we know that in the
next twenty years or maybe forty years there is going to be increased
operations? Because whatever we do, either on the airport side or on the land
use side, becomes very permanent. If you put in a new runway or expand a
runway, nobody is going to run in there and yank it out. If some developer
gets authority to build houses over a thousand acres that are going to be
exposed to high noise impact levels in the future or in the distant future, it
is going to be very difficult to go in and yank those out. So why do we not
concentrate our planning or at least include in our planning areas that we
kngw in the future are going to be problems and we can now do something about
it?

DR. BRAGDON: Taking it one step further, to both you and Chuck,
where you add an airport where the problem already exists, what I see here is
that we are talking about it from the preventive standpoint, and would there
be under the FAA or is there a possibility where the airport does not want to
expand necessarily but wants to look at the long-term facilities? Is there
that chance? Or is it more oriented toward problems that we know exist and
therefore must solve as a priority?

MR. WESLER: Well, typically those priorities are for those locations
where problems already exist. It is difficult to get people to look ten years
into the future and predict dire things. No one wants to do that,
particularly politicians. I agree with what you are saying, John, except I
disagree with what you are saying -- that what we do now, particularly on the
land side, has a permanent effect. I think you can take a look at any land
use zoning around a prospective airport. That is not permanent by any means.
But without a question, eligibility and trust fund financing go to the
locations where problems are, not where they might be in the future. This may
not be right but it is a fact of 1life.

MR, SWING: It is a question about the allocation of ADAP funds to
reduce noise problems. I already warned John I was going to do this. We have
a problem in California with the use of aircraft easements or aviation
easements. They are sort of a major loophole in our aeronautic standards and
they are not well understood. Unfortunately, a lot of times people give away
any future rights to recourse to aviation noise or any form of impact when
they sell off their rights to an avigation easement. Now the reason I want
John to explain something -- I was under an impression that there were some
constraints over the fact of Oakland to produce unlimited amounts of noise and
other disturbances, unquote, over this certain area where the easements
applied. Unfortunately, that gets the Port of Oakland off the hook with our
division of aeronautics and now they are going ahead and developing condos and
single-family residential in there because it has an aircraft noise easement
and it's now considered noise compatible land use. I am not blaming John for
this exactly but I am just suggesting -- and he can respond -- that when these
ADAP funds are given out let's say as a remedy for aircraft noise problems,
that perhaps the conditions of an aircraft noise easement need to be expanded
and perhaps some conditions should be placed on them. What is the possibility
of that any time in the future?

MR. WESLER: I have forgotten the exact wording, but as I recall the
eligibility is for the purchase or financial control over noise impacted
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areas as eligible items under trust funding. Let me take the opposite tack.
Not necessarily that I believe it but just for argumentative purposes. Noise
is a threat to the public welfare, not the public health and, therefore, what
is wrong with an easement if an individual feels that his annoyance is worth
so much money and he is willing to accept it?

MR. SWING: Actually, our staff psychologist would differ with you,
the fact that it is not a health problem.

MR. WESLER: He works for the Department of Health.

MR. SWING: But if it was strictly attitudinal and not at such high
levels, perhaps I could agree with you, but this easement allows unlimited
amounts of noise -- so it certainly suggests that it could evolve into a
health problem, if you define health as strictly violating OSHA standards, or
however you want to define it.

MR, WESLER: You have a point there and I would say that also perhaps
those people who sold that easement must be awfully naive.

MR. SWING: It was clever,
MR, WESLER: Or uninformed -- Perhaps that is a better word.

MR. SWING: The whole point of this was to suggest that when
easements are used as a remedy, they need to be done with a disclosure -- and
some form of adequate disclosure. And also it would seem to me to be FAA's,
or whoever grants these funds, responsibility to insure that they were used
for a responsible purpose; that they did not just alleviate any recourse these
people have in the future.

MR. WESLER: I agree with you. 1 think there should be some
safeguard to make sure that people who sell away their rights understand, if
you will, what they are doing and know what they are getting into. 1 am not
familiar with the Oakland situation but I will find out.

MR. SWING: 1 picked it because it is the most outrageous example.
MR. WESLER: Yes, ma'am.

MS. GRINDLE: The audience and you may be interested in knowing that
in Orange County recently the board of supervisors approved a large
residential development that was within sixty-five CNEL around the Marine
Corps Airfield, E1 Toro. And a condition of approval was the requirement that
the developer sign over to the county an avigation easement over all the
property. That was later ruled illegal and cannot be done and I support the
fact that that was ruled. That would be the developer giving away the
homeowners' rights in the future. But the interesting thing about this is the
board of supervisors used that as a copout to approve the residential
development. It did not change the noise level. In fact, I am fully opposed
to avigation easements of any sort. They do not solve the problem; they call
it something else.

DR. BRAGDON: I would like to raise one gquestion. There have been
discussions today from the people from the Park Service, and Joan Caldwell and
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others have suggested that the levels of noise associated with G.A. aircraft
may not be in the same ballpark or level with commercial aircraft, but still
may be an impact because of the ambient which previously existed.
Particularly, a G.A. area may be rural in nature and therefore the
introduction of a G.A. airport raises the ambient significantly by virtue of
what was previously there. The question I have, and I would like to address
it to both John and Bill Galloway:

Is there any merit in suggesting that we look more beyond what we do
have now as an Ldn 65 or as a base, to see if we need to protect rural,
nonurbanized areas from potentially increasing ambient due to the introduction
of a general aviation facility? Is there some merit in there and is that
being looked up? I would like to have Bill give his indication based on what

he has done, if that is a concern; then John, to see if FAA has looked at it
or is looking at it.

MR. GALLOWAY: That is not a G.A. airport problem you are stating,
necessarily. It is a question of what the situation is and what is being done
to look at the question of superimposing some mechanically induced noise
environment on the tip of some background levels that are there at the
moment. Yes, this is an area of concern of which not too much is known. As
you are well aware, most of these facilities surveyed are at higher levels and
usually they are places of higher other urban noises. I do not know what is
going to happen, but certainly this has been discussed in various NASA
circles, FAA and others, and presumably some work will be done to look at
these areas in which two things happen. One, you have a moderate, cumulative
exposure superimposed on a very low background level, but caused in two
different ways. One is a relatively small number of quiet noise events, as
compared to the same cumulative measure being caused by lots of relatively low
events. We do not know the answer. Nobody knows the answer, but as far as I
am concerned that is the basic area that needs to be explored by the
responsible agencies.

MR. WESLER: Bill is obviously right. He always is. But everybody
keeps coming back to 65. You know, 65 is a generally accepted guideline and I
think it is a good one, particularly around the larger airports where most of
our emphasis has been placed in the past. It is not a hard and fast standard
and we have carefully not, at least from FAA's point of view, tried to say it
is a standard. There has to be some judgement used in things like this too
and the use of a Tower guideline or a lower planning level around more noise
susceptible areas, such as general aviation airports, is entirely profitable
and should be done. It is a basis of judgement in many cases and it is quite
appropriate.

DR. BRAGDON: John Schettino.

MR. JOHN C. SCHETTINO: Cl1iff, I don't think you really have got an
answer to the question. The question should have been addressed to the
Environmental Protection Agency whereas in fact has the responsibility for
establishing the health and welfare criteria upon which regulations are
based. Since the levels document was published, a number of additional
questions have arisen concerning what are the levels requisite to protecting
the public health and welfare. As many of you are aware, we have a choice of
criteria now. We have single event criteria, many of which have been applied
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in several of the regulations already proposed. In this particular area,
general aviation, we have for over a year now been investigating the
appropriateness of existing aviation criteria to the general aviation noise
environment. Our Scientific Assistance Staff has been running that program,
and I would expect that it would be their plan to initiate some public
ordinance resulting from their findings which we in turn would then use to
establish the appropriate criteria for general aviation. And I think that is
really the only statement that the Government can make at this time. We are
aware of it. We have work underway on it and I would be very surprised if
Chuck Elkins does not intend for some public discourse to take place upon our
findings in order that we can establish criteria for that.

MR. LEWIS GOODFRIEND: I have a question for either Bob Doyle or
Cliff Bragdon or maybe both. It is:

After land use planning, what next? How do you achieve
implementation after planning? This is the real question that needs to be
answered by planners in order to help the people in general on aviation noise
field or the air carrier airport field or the land use planning problem area.
You can plan, you can have regional plans, you can have municipal plans, you
can have city plans. Planners are generally in an advisory capacity to the
municipality, to a bank, to a mortgage agency, and it is the municipal
government, the municipal zoning board that actually governs the land use in
the municipality -- and the courts. Because if the applicant for a particular
land use that might not be covered or might not conform does not like the
municipality's rulings, they can go to court and try to have them overturned.
It really boils down to how. Let us go back a moment.

In each of the fifty states there are fifty ways of enacting zoning
regulations, taking advantage of planning, and enacting municipal laws. So
how can the planner and the citizen who are involved in these noise problems
take advantage of the information to obtain implementation of the good
planning concepts? That is one of the things I really feel ought to come out
of this meeting, because without that all the concepts of land use planning
and general aviation noise cannot really go anywhere.

DR. BRAGDON: Bob, do you want to start off on that? I will chime in.

MR. DOYLE: Okay. Maybe we can put it away. One key you said was
fifty laws, fifty ways of doing things, plus added to by all of the local
communities. [ think it has to be recognized that as consultants across the
country, we find ourselves trying to keep track of those laws, those abilities
and so forth. In California, in Washington, and in a few other states, a plan
that has been mentioned in an ordinance -- the plan itself is an ordinance.
Once you get the plan accomplished, you must adopt it as an ordinance and
zoning must track that. And there are court cases in those states which
indicate very clearly that the zoning must track those plans. The trick is to
?et the plan approved. In those situations, unfortunately, too often the plan

ooks like the existing zoning because that is where the property interests
and the political interests often lie.
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I would say there are many ways of implementation. I would say,
start your planning on the basis of where you are going to end up. What can
you implement? You know, what is an implementable action: This is why I
mentioned that regional agencies that are going to do planning for airport
systems or for airport facilities which have no control or authority are not
really the right ones to be doing the planning. Now, if you take an
organization like the Metropolitan Council in the Minneapolis area, and the
Atlantic Regional Commission, they have special legislation, particularly in
Minneapolis, which does give them an opportunity to build a system, if you are
looking at an airport system. And they have through that Metropolitan Council
legislation the ability to veto local plans which are at variance with these
metro-wide systems. That is one side of the coin.

At the local level, I can certainly appreciate Mrs. Grindle's
position that it is a political decision 99 times out of 100. We are having
the same difficulty in the San Francisco situation where we are dealing with
nine different jurisdictions, and the jurisdictions themselves -- it is a
joint land use study by the nine jurisdictions -- do not want to face up to
their responsibilities concerning land use decision. They have not only
approved apartments along Highway 101, which happened also to be within the
airport's area, but they continue to do so. They feel that everything should
be done on-airport. Well, we have looked at it from every way and from every
angle, the entire group has, and maybe 80 percent of the problem can be

resolved on-airport, but there is still 20 percent that is going to have to be
done in the community.

I would like to say that I believe there are a few places around that
have done some implementation. I mentioned the Kansas City special zone.
That is a zone which is unlike most zoning classifications. It is like a
planned unit development process and that process is as follows:

A master plan for the development of for the most part, usually
undeveloped areas is put together. Then that eventually becomes the zoning
for that area, that is that master plan. And everything that goes on within
the area covered by the plan unit development approach has to fit that master
plan. Now, there are provisions typically for updating or changing these
master plans. The Kansas City Airport special district is that kind of a
plan, where on-airport and off-airport decisions are geared to that master
plan, which is supervised by the local city department.

There are other forms of implementation. One of them is fairly
extreme. A lot of airports have had to do it, particularly major airports
where -- with FAA funds and sanction -- where houses are in areas exposed,
let's say to 75 Ldn or above and are going to continue to be exposed according
to all the forecasts; those lands are acquired and a relocation process comes
through. It is a very traumatic socio-economic process. In some cases, it is
well accepted; in other cases, it is not. Boston balked, as I remember.
Boston neighborhoods balked at the process. They did not want to move.

Another process, but this goes even to the easement -- In Seattle,
the area which is above the accepted noise levels now but is expected to be
within acceptable levels -- without going into details -- but based on FAR 36,
aircraft, changing operations and so forth, the property owners within that
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area were given several choices by the Port of Seattle, and I will tick them
off.

It was called a Purchase Insurance Area. Number one, if the noise
was of great consequence to them, of great concern to them, the Port of
Seattle would purchase the property and would relocate them under the Uniform
Relocation Act of the U.S. Government, because Federal funds would be used as
well as state and local. The presumably equitable settlement would be arrived
at by the party being moved in terms of its value. The port would then
insulate that house and resell it within an avigation easement attached. It
would be insulated to fit the standards, again under the national noise policy
of FAA. That was one choice. If noise was of such great consequence to you
and your family and your situation, you could get out.

Second choice was that if you really wanted to stay there and a lot
of people did, you could get a grant for noise insulation in return for an
easement. Now the reason for the return was because they were not certain
that anybody was actually going to take the money and insulate the house, for
one thing. Plus, there was no guarantee that the property owner would not
come back at some later date if there was no easement attached. Now, granted
the easement has to be tied to existing noise levels. If those were exceeded,
then the easement went out. That was the second choice; you could insulate
your property and stay there.

The third choice, and many people interestingly enough chose this,
they did not want anybody messing with their house. They did not want any
easement. They did not want any insulation. They did not want to move. That
was their choice. That seemed to work very well in that community with those
citizens because they worked out their scheme to a large extent with the help
of technicians, and it was a plan and program then that was implementable by
the people who had to make the very two decisions. In that case it was the
property owners and residents and that got them completely out of, you might
say at least, the political decisions, at least in that area.

DR. BRAGDON: Well, I think the most important thing is that the plan
be a legislative document. It has to have legislation standing. It has to be
adopted as part of policy by that community. Shirley was talking about the
commissioner can decide what he wants to do for that county by virtue of some
decision he makes with a friend who is a politician or a friend who is
supporting his political campaign. There has to be first of all some legal
standing for the document, which is what Bob was talking about earlier. That
is extremely critical. Now even in California, to have legal standing, the
thing has to be adopted by the legislative branch.

MS. GRINDLE: Three votes change it, and we do it all the time.

DR. BRAGDON: A1l right. I did not realize it was three votes. But
even if it were adopted, that does not assure the continuity. And that is a
point I would like to stress, that the planning process is a continuous one
and only if there is a continuous monitoring of that process is there going to
be assurance that there is the interest of the community being expressed.
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We could make the same analogy with noise control laws in the United
States, and there are 1,900 of these among cities above 10,000. How many of
‘those are in operation? Very few. Why? The politican wants to get on the
books that he is for environmental control and does not put any money in to
insure that they be enforced. So the question is not to turn it away from the
planner. There has to be an accountability process going on. It takes
citizen's groups and, sure, there is a continuity in the terms of mandated
authority and enforcement of that authority and that is the thing that
concerns me.

There is only one example that I know of where they have actually
looked after the case of the economic impact of making a decision and then
evaluating it later. What happens in cases, obviously, is the case will be
made for rezoning and everybody thinks it is terrific and then two years later
they come back and find out by virtue of that decision there is a turnover
rate, there is a potential abandonment of that facility and there is a 10ss in
the tax base for that particular use, if they permit it.

What I would like to see is the alternative choice examined., I
haven't seen it. I would like to see it tried for the first time, looked at
over the long term for the interest of alternative signs for the community in
terms of economic costs and economic benefits when the zoning case comes up.
It seems to me it is apparent what the advantages would be on a long term
versus the short term. And it seems to me that it should be an inherent
requirement that the long term commitment to planning must be looking at what
the consequence is of decision A versus decision B. And there's no
accountability there. I think that is one of the things that the planning
community has not done. They have not shown what happens if you make this
decision versus that decision, what is the economic impact.

We have a general aviation group here talking to us, saying that the
development of an airport will stimulate economic development. We do not have
any quantitative cost for that. The point here is that you have got to argue
in terms of some hard core data to refute a political opinion that has been
expressed by a councilman who says this is in the best interest of our
community. The citizens do not ask for this but I think they should demand
that kind of decision making.

MR. WESLER: I think all we can do is close and say implementation in
a democracy is very difficult. It typically involves compromises and as a
young man twenty years ago I had to get used to that. The oniy thing that
helped me out along the way was what Churchill said, that democracy is the
worst form of government that we have except all the rest. I happen to
believe that. This is a democratic situation and everybody is involved in
this, the plan that comes out of these efforts -- with heavy citizen
involvement, with heavy management involvement, with heavy federal, state and
local agency involvement -- will be a compromise plan. It will not be
everything the citizens want; it will not be everything management wants; it
will not be everything the FAA wants; it will not be everything the '
consultants want. I happen to find that works pretty well. It does not give
perfect solutions. I have not seen very many of those, but it works better.
As Churchill says, it works better than anything else.
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ATTENDEE: I would like to comment on what has gone on in the last
couple of speeches. You know, Lou, your question implied what goes on after
the plan and then the response we heard was the plan is a continuous one and
it is a continuing, ongoing one, and I think that is the difference in
concept. If you had a contract to do a plan, you finished it. There it is.
It is a piece of paper. But the plan should have included a strategy that had
some implementation in it. And I think the two elements that I heard and part
of the plan is that it had a public persuasion element to it and some kind of
enforcement credibility or accountability.

The persuasion element could include, for instance something like
Torrance's news letter to inform pilots. It could include signs like those at
Buchanan Field that the pilots can read as they are approaching the runway.

It can include, like Orange County's, inserts for the aviation manual. It can
include regular announcements to the press, or whatever, a lot of other
things. But there has got to be a public pursuasion element, and I think that
applies to surface transportation in other areas as well.

And that gets into the fundamental issue that is still a continuing
resolution in the courts between local and federal issues, but if you are just
keeping statistics on what aircraft are flying and what is happening, just the
number of operations; if you do not get hard data like Cliff was talking
about, at least it is playing on something that is giving the public some
sense of credibility in understanding the problem.

MR. TYLER: During the last two sessions of the legislature there
have been bills in Congress to provide ADAP funds for airport land use
planning and for land use change. Now, these bills have essentially been
designed by ATA, which works very closely with the Aviation Subcommittee of
Public Works. The bills are designed to benefit the air transport system.
They would provide funds to airports which would be used to draw noise
countours for the condition at the present time, also for 1985, and then have
public hearings with communities around the airports and work with the
communities around the airport to develop a coordinated plan, taking into
account the future plans of the airport and also the present and future plans
of the communities. Now, there are funds available for that sort of thing
right now. They are on an 80/20 basis. The ADAP funds pay eighty percent of
the cost and the local airport twenty percent of the cost. In most cases the
airport does not pick up those funds because there is no real reason why they
should plan with the communities around the airport. Why pay for that twenty

percent, even though it is a small percentage, if you do not have to spend
anything?

. I think people living around airports should be aware of this sort of
thing that is going on in Congress and they should ask that this kind of
program be made mandatory; that any airport that receives ADAP funding for any
purpose make a plan showing what the noise impact will be, what it is now and
what it will be in 1985, 1990, 1995. Under the present circumstances, with
the change in noise characteristics of the airline fleet over a period of ten
to twenty years, we know what the noise levels and what the noise impact will
be so that these contours could be drawn, the communities could be advised as
to what the airport planning is which would make it possible for the
communities to coordinate their plans.
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Now, I believe that communities around airports should get together,
work on their Congressmen to make this sort of thing mandatory rather than
voluntary on the part of the airport. And I know there are communities all
over the United States that work in connection with the impact of noise on
their community, but they are so fragmented that they have no impact on the
Congressional legislation and I think this is one of our real problems. The
industry -- ATA is a well organized -- a $20 billion a year industry. They
can lose a few $100 million in their lobby in Washington and never miss it,
and they do a very good job of lobbying -- which you would expect. But the
people of the United States have to get together and let their Congressmen
‘know what their needs are, and if they do so I think real improvement in the
situation could be brought about by requiring that these plans be developed.

DR. BRAGDON: Chuck, you had a comment.

MR. ELKINS: T have a comment and a question on a different subject.
My 60-second comment is: I am much more cynical than most of the other
speakers. 1 think maybe it is the job I have. I feel the sooner we come to
grips with the idea that money is going to have to change hands and hopefully
not the way Ms. Grindle suggested, but money to buy the rights for
development, rights for some other type of -- not an avigation easement but
some way to change the land use of the property. The sooner we come to grips
with this problem the sooner we are going to solve it.

Sure, some communities solve it by the legislative point zoning plan
-- which lets the citizens enforce it by watching closely. But as a general
rule, T think we are going to have money spent to buy up the land, buy up the
development rights, and I think that is going to take two things. It is going
to take a coming to grips with the problem on the part of the aviation
industry that they have to pay all the costs of their industry and not expect
society to carry it. To the extent that we think that airports are a general
good and we should promote airports and not make those who fly pay the whole
cost, then it ought to come out of the general treasury. But to ask it to
come out of the hands of those people who own land is, I think, in the long
run foolhardy because they are going to put all the pressure, they are going
to have lawsuits, they are not going to stick with it. And by and large we
are going to end up with the impacted airports again.

Let me ask this of Lucie Searle. You thought one thing you could get
some help on in your state is for the FAA to help with enforcing operations
control.

MS. SEARLE: You mean at towers? No, I said we have gone through
this with them and they will not enforce. We accept that. We think they can
do much more to inform and remind pilots that such and such is in effect. You
know, someone wants to make a departure and requests a certain runway, and
they say yes, please maintain a heading for noise abatement such and such --
or please make a -- we don't get the cooperation we want.

MR. ELKINS: Why do you say you accept that they do not enforce it?
We expect local communities and states to come in and enforce Federal rules.
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MS. SEARLE: 1 think you should pose the question to them.
MR. ELKINS: Just so we have John answer that question.

MS. SEARLE: I think their rationale has been that these are local
rules and it is up to the local management. They concur with them -- they are
fine from the safety standpoint, yes, reasonable from the FAA's point of view,
but they are your rules and you enforce them.

MR. ELKINS: Well, when the local governments tell me about Federal
rules, I give them a speech about I did it for you, we are all in this thing
together, why don't you help me out because I don't have enough resources to
do that. And I expect them to say, I am a good citizen, I will help out, why
doesn't the Federal Government help out too?

MR. LEWIS: Concerning these FAR regulations of the FAA, I have a
question on whether they could make the noise and safety regulations or
anything carry penalties, and a flight controllers' answer to me on the
question of the pilot, as to what would happen to him if he violated the noise
breaker regulations at Kennedy Airport sums up the whole thing. The
controllers' answer was: A slap on the wrist with a wet ruler. Now, when the
FAA puts in monetary penalties or threat of lifting a pilot's license for
thirty days or something then we could see good noise abatement as far as
procedures, runway use is concerned. As long as it is the way it is now, you
are going to find an awful Tot of pilots that are just laughing at everything.

MR. WESLER: Violation of a FAR is punishable by a $1,000 fine for
each violation.

MR. LEWIS: Okay, John, why is the FAA so averse to using that then?
I could give the Eastern Region at least 150 violations. I would like to see
these pilots kept from flying. I will get together with you and I will give
you other things and let us get these gquys.

MR. WESLER: I think an interpretation of what is a violation is kind
of broad, Joe, but there are penalties. These go far beyond, of course. just
air traffic control FAR's. Our administrator has attempted to get these
raised to $25,000 per event, for reasons other than ATC. Why don't we enforce
local regu]ations? In many cases, we do. In many cases, the local
regulations, in terms of departure headings, departure routes are enforced if
they are not at a legal level.

MS. SEARLE: At none of the G.A. airports that I work with will these
pilots enforce our locally adopted rules. We have discussed this many times
with our regional FAA office and the most that can be approved is for them to
be willing to be informed when time and personnel permit. And unfortunately
-- I really hate to say this about your business -- I have gone in there many
times, in a number of airports, and have rea]]y tried to give them clues and
say are there any noise abatement things in effect here, or is there anything
we should use. And they will often say: Well, say you have a right or a
left-hand turn in effect, use whichever you like when it is clear, but by
giving off either a r1ght or left-hand turn we would avoid a residential area.
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~ MR. WESLER: I can only guess that most of the occasions you are
speaking of are VFR, visual flight regulations, and all air carrier
operations, IFR --

MS. SEARLE: Now, back to G.A., I would guess it is because these air
traffjc controliers are not really demanded to do that. Well, is there
anything your office can do to get them to play a bigger role here? Maybe we
are not talking to people high enough.

MR. WESLER: I suspect if you talked to Bob Whittington in Boston you
would get some better answers. And insofar as getting more air traffic
controllers --

] MS. SEARLE: I don't think we need more in many of these places. I
think it is just a matter of working closer with the management.

DR. BRAGDON: Yes. I think it would be good for that to be handled
outside. I am trying to raise additional questions that other people might
have that have not had a change to speak.

MR. WILLIAM J. CRITCHFIELD: Commenting on Mr. Tyler's suggestion
that funds be provided to develop contours for airports in terms of general
aviation, we provided our own funds to develop the contours. And we
discovered or the community suggested that rather than adjust the land use to
meet the contours, they adjust the contours to meet the land use -- which we
are doing at the expense of aviation.

To comment on Jack Swing's offering on the Oakland matter, it occurs
to me that when you purchase an avigation easement you are paying the owner of
the land for the decrease in the value of his property because you are going
to use it to make noise over it. Therefore, the planning body should
recognize that and should deal with it in terms of the permitted uses.

A comment on the air traffic controllers. In terms of their making
any enforcement of local reqgulations for dealing with aviation noise, the air
traffic controller is in the forefront; he is the point man. If we cannot
have his cooperation and assistance -- We do not need his enforcement, just
his cooperation and assistance -- in dealing with the noise problem at local
airports who have local problems, then it is practically useless to have an
effective program for dealing with noise abatement. It then degenerates into
a, quote, gotcha game -- and you can waste a 1ot of time resources and efforts
in playing gotcha. Thank you.

MR. RANDY BARNES: Randy Barns, City Planning Program. One of my
concerns has to do with environmental economics and I would like to address
both Mr. Elkins and Mr. Wesler. It seems that the rising cost of energy has
increasingly caused the political area to re-evaluate environmental
legislation. It is already on the books. There has been talk about relaxing
air quality standards, for example -- in particular, to allow more
sulphur-content coal to be burned. Along those same lines, the rising cost of
energy is also impinging upon the commercial aircraft industry as well as the
general aviation industry. The rising cost of jet fuels is expected to double
or triple within the next year or so.
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My question is, how would this matter, especially as an aviation
lobby, affect the outcome of noise abatement criteria within EPA? At the same
time, I would like to ask the FAA if this type of economics allows them to
reappraise angles of ascent and rates of ascent and rates of descent over busy
airports? In other words, it is a logical assumption that the lower the rate
of ascent, for example, the lower the thrust -- especially with jet aircraft.
So if you have a 15 degree rate of ascent over a residential area, you are
going to be impacting for a Tonger period of time over a longer distance of
residential community and more residential neighbors. So with that in mind, I
would like to know whether or not this kind of economics is having any play in
the affairs of both airport management and the decision to establish noise
abatement criteria.

MR. WESLER: Well, so far, the rising cost of fuel is probably the
best friend that noise abatement ears have had in a long time. It comes about
because most of the newer aircraft combine both less noise and better fuel
efficiency. And if there is any drive that will bring an aircraft operator to
a new aircraft, it is the cost of operating that aircraft, not necessarily
noise. So particularly in the jet aircraft, and particularly in the air
carrier jet aircraft but also in regard to the business jets, the newer
aircraft are both more fuel efficient and quiet and the fuel cost, if nothing
else, is driving the operators to the use of those aircraft.

Now, there are other things that we are doing in order to save fuel,
from a national point of view. one of these things is maximum descent, for
example. You mentioned this. By descending from cruising altitudes almost at
flight idle, this is saving fuel and it is a quieter approach, although most
of the quiet, of course, is at 39,000 feet, below which is does not make that
must difference anyway. But in effect, so far, the rising cost of fuel has
not been contrary to noise abatement.

Now it comes into account and it does come into conflict in certain
specific instances. One of these is in Boston, for example, where the
departure route from one runway there, 22-right has become quite a
controversial thing around Boston, routes would be to depart and quickly turn
left and, essentially, do a 360 degree turn and back up and over the airport
and head west over the airport. This is also the most fuel-wasteful of the
various alternatives which were analyzed for 22-right departures at Boston.
And so you have a conflict here, a direct conflict between potential for fuel
economy and noise abatement. And the balancing of these, along with many
other items, is a very difficult judgment to make. It is a judgment and it is
a judgment that will be made by different people representing different .
interests. It usually falls to the FAA to make the judgment and, rightly or
wrongly, we make it. I think it was Secretary Bill Coleman who used to say
that you are never going to please everybody. Probably your best decision is
that which makes both ends of the spectrum equally unhappy. So I guess that
is our criterion.

DR. BRAGDON: Any comment from EPA on the issue of environmental
energy legislation?

MR. ELKINS: Just very quickly on this. You used the word criteria.

I cannot. We always make the distinction between what on the one hand the
health effects are and what science says on the one hand and, secondly what
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the final decision should be. I can assure you that our assessments, then, as
they affect health and welfare, are very well thought out, are not influenced
by cost, energy or anything like that. But when it comes to making regulatory
decisions, we spend much more money figuring out what the economic impact of
our decision is, including energy, instead of health and welfare because that

is where the politics are. So our feelings are you put it out on the table so
that everyone knows what you are doing.

What happens at the economic end -- When manufacturers are looking at
new aircraft they seem to be very inclined to worry about range, payload, and
now energy. We have not seen a great deal of inclinaton that aircraft
designers build in noise control as one of the major considerations. It
always seems to be the afterthought -- well, let's see now. We have got this
airplane and we surely want to fly it at this speed. Now let's see how we can
make it a little bit quieter and, of course, you have already made those
design decisions that keep you from having a quieter aircraft.

So I think energy and economy are the current reasons that people
give for not doing what we think maybe they ought to do. Next year it will be
something else. That does not mean that we do not give a hoot, certainly; but
I think part of our job in the EPA is to try to put it in the right
perspective.

MR. KENNETH J. DELINO: My name is Ken Delino, Systems Control. We
have done these noise control and also noise abatement programs across the
country. We have found the airlines have been in the forefront of noise
reduction by reducing the fuel consumption. Most of the major airlines also
have given to each of the pilots a program-learning document on how to save
fuel. These include idle-thrust approaches with depressed flaps. In fact,
Northwest Airlines stops the flaps at 35 degrees and on takeoff thrusts by up
to five to six percent, to save not only fuel but also engines. And we have
measured up to 10 dBA differences on this.

What actually caused us to look into it, we saw the 10 dBA
differences and then we found the program-learning document that each of the
airline pilots get and the airlines are computing a savings of up to $10
-million a year by saving fuel and also reducing the noise.

DR. BRAGDON: This is a secondary benefit.

MR. STANLEY GREEN: Stan Green from GAMA. On this same point, I
would like to point out to Mr. Elkins that the Concorde, which is not a
general aviation aircraft, obviously is a '66 design. We didn't consider
noise at that time. Today, noise is a prime design parameter, has been for
some ten years. And while you may not sit at the table, I think if you will
talk to the people you will find that it is a key design parameter. Noise is
an impediment to sales and we do not like things that do not sell.

Another point -- and I bring this up because of the question that was
just raised on the energy issue. Yesterday, I had a bit of a conflict between
GAMA and FAA on the question of noise versus energy, and there is a conflict
there in some of the cases. We've received permission from FAA to establish a
limitation -- and I will discuss this in my paper Friday in more detail --
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limitation to so-called maximum normal operating power which will achieve
through operation a legally enforceable operating limitation on the airplane
over and above what they are making today. Those that meet the requirements
will be from 4 to 9dB less in noise than they are right now.

Yesterday, there was a meeting going on at GAMA offices between FAA
and GAMA on ways to conserve energy. One of the programs that was being
worked on was how to get the airplanes to get more miles to the gallon.
Unfortunately, one of the systems that was being proposed and apparently
generally agreed upon by both sides, were some climb profiles and power
scheduling that would wipe out at least part of what we hope to gain from the
noise side. So we do have some problems there. In effect, what I instructed
my staff to do was get on the computer, see where we can make the best
compromises with respect to fuel and noise, take the least dB cut that we have
to from the gain that we intend to make, and maximize the energy conservation.

We have two national goals. They are in conflict. Anyone here that
says that we should forget the fuel and worry about the noise is as much wrong
as someone who comes up with the alternative. Don't kid yourself, we are not
going to waste the fuel to save the noise, but we are not going to make more
noise to save the fuel. We have got to figure it out. It is a problem and
there are a number of other areas along the same line.

The same in the jet aircraft -- Using flight idle or close to it has
some problems too, as I know John knows. The guy who never heard it thirty
miles out is now getting a little bit of it because the bird is lower than it

used to be. Well, we have to work together. You cannot ignore one in favor
of the other.

MR. TYLER: May I comment on that one? With regard to this, we are
now discussing operating procedures to reduce noise and, as Mr. Green just
mentioned, there is a noise reduction takeoff procedure, originally developed
by the Northwest Airlines and later approved by a resolution by the Airline
Pilots Association, which is the best noise abatement procedure. 1 might
mention that Bill Sperry wrote a paper which was published in the Institute of
Noise Control Engineering Magazine and I may want to include that in the
documents available for this meeting. In that, Bill has described all of the
six procedures, using three dfferent kinds of aircraft and from the size of
the footprints produced by a takeoff and landing by these aircraft at both
maximum and minimum weights. So, it is a rather comprehensive study and shows
the benefits from a noise standpoint of using these different procedures.

I might mention that the Northwest procedure is used completely by
Northwest Airlines and is also used by North Central -- which how has a
different name.

DR. BRAGDON: Republic.

MR. TYLER: Yes, and most of the other airlines use a procedure,
which is labeled ATA, which does not have noise abatement in it. Now, let me
mention that noise is a function of thrust reduction. Jet engines are
certificated by the FAA with two ratings. One is a takeoff rating, which is
limited in time and is used by aircraft operators during takeoff and initial
climb. Another is well-called a continuous rating, which is a maximum that
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can be used beyond this limited takeoff period. The ATA talks about a thrust
reduction, but it is a thrust reduction to climb thrust, not to a variable
load thrust, which therefore has no noise reduction involved. And as Bill has
pointed out in his paper, it is possible to make a greater thrust reduction if
the airplane is light than when it is heavy. And in order to follow noise
abatement procedures and get the most out of it, the pilot has to determine
what thrust pattern he will use with his thrust reduction after he has
completed the ground roll, initial climb, a period of acceleration and climb
in which he reduces flap as quickly as possible to get to zero flap and then,
under those conditions, make the thrust reduction.

MR. CAMPANELLA: I have some comments that I want to give in this
general area also.

MR. TYLER: This procedure is not used generally by airlines. 1
happen to know in particular that Delta does not use it. The pilots are not
aware of the procedure's being available and I know there are several other
airlines that are in the same position. But this is because the pressure, the
educational impact, has not been brought down to the pilot level at this time.

MR. CAMPANELLA: Most of the hard core data we know about has been
developed in respect to air carrier aircraft and we appreciate the fact in
general aviation that that has given us a beginning. But if we only focus on
that, we are going to miss what we are trying to achieve. The land use and
traffic control varies from airport to airport and there is a much greater
variety of general-use airports than air carrier airports and we have a much
broader problem than air carrier airports do as far as finding a solution for
a small body of people like this to work out.

For instance, I believe that most of the general aviation noise is in
the five-mile radius doughnut or pillbox called the air traffic area, ATA,
that every pilot knows about. Some people call it by the misnomer, control
zone, but that is the ATC, Air Traffic Control, and in that situation there
may or may not be a tower there, or the strict definition is that there is a
tower. Still, the size of the box is where all the problems lie. If there is
a tower operating, then you say ATC said do something about it. You are
speaking only of a tower operator, not of a radar person vectoring an aircraft.

There is one device called a visual approach slope indicator, or
VASI, which helps on landing. And this is very common knowledge among pilots
now that you should use this when you are approaching an airport because it
keeps you in a nominal slope.

Finally, the jet aircraft, the jet takeoff is the worst offender as
far as we are concerned, the biggest single impact, and it is the most
difficult to control and it can occur at non-tower airports. So if we are
going to talk about jet aircraft, that is the only type of thing we should be
concerned about.

MR. LEWIS GOODFRIEND: I have one last comment. To answer the
question about the airport developer having a hidden plan which will nibble
away at the environment, that can no longer really happen with the
implementation or with the adoption of an FAA environmental document. I
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believe it is 1050.1C, and I believe it has just been issued. It has a
statement in it and it was issued in response to a CEQ requirement. It
specifically states about the long-term plan, not just this 700 of runway or
this additional taxiway or that additional apron, has to be covered by the
Environmental Impact Statement, but the long-term development has to be
examined along with the request for funding the EIS for the particular piece
of activity for funding that they are looking for. I think that this is one
of the good features of that document. There are some others that I am not as
enthusiastic about. :

MR. WESLER: What noise office?

MR. GOODFRIEND: Your noise office, Mr. Tedrick's Office.

MR. WESLER: It is not out yet.

DR. BRAGDON: That is one of the problems around airports. When you
talk about compatibility, its incremental growth, what happens this year, is
not a big problem, just a small runway extension. And what you are saying is
if that small runway extension runs at a parallel across, then you have a

problem on your hands and that has been one of the problems the planning group
dealth with -- incremental analysis without looking over the total plan.
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MORNING SESSION

October 4, 1979 9:10 o'clock, a.m.

DR. BRAGDON: The first presentation this morning is by Lewis
Goodfriend. Lew is President of Lewis S. Goodfriend and Associates in Cedar
Knolls, New Jersey. Lew has been in the business many years and has
established quite a reputation in the area of community noise and
environmental noise and has been involved in all aspects of it over a
considerable period of time. Lew's presentation will deal with remedial
measures dealing with noise associated with G.A. activity.

MR. LEWIS S. GOODFRIEND: Thank you, CT1iff. Good morning. It was a
pleasure yesterday to hear some people describe some case histories of
airports toward remedial measures. [ was particularly interested in what
Lucie Searle and Joan Caldwell had to say, and you did hear the kinds of
problems that we run into when all you could talk about was planning, from
Shirley Grindle. I do not plan to go over that kind of territory in detail.
In fact, I think I can 1imit my talk by telling you some things I am not going
to talk about.

[ am not going to talk about fighting the aircraft. I am not going
to talk about how to change the zoning because I don't know how to make people
change zoning. I wish I did. I am not going to talk about how to fly general
aviation aircraft. I am not going to discuss the two-segment approach for
business jets, things like that. I think that can be discussed by others.

And I am not going to talk about the kinds of solutions that could be
considered under ADAP's program quite a few years ago from the Federal
Government which resulted in how you reduce the impact of noise in communities
around carrier airports by doing things like sound-proofing houses or the like.

: I would like to address the problem of how you implement some of the
communications and how you cover some of the problems of communication between
airport people, airport operators and the community. I am going to cover alot
of old ground, but let us see if I can emphasize it and systematize it so it
will be a little more useful.

The first step in remediation is the identification of the nature of
noise impact in portions of the surrounding community for which the noise
problems exist. This first step in the problem itself may be the major step
in remediation. The use of conventional noise descriptors to try and describe
the impact does not appear to be suitable for general aviation noise '
assessment. One of the problems in applying such noise descriptors is
different operations at the same sound level cause different responses or at
the same descriptive level.

Flight tracks vary widely for the same category of aircraft over a
point or a radius from the start of roll or from the midpoint of the runway.
You pick the point where you want to measure and the aircraft will not fly
over it. This will yield a large spread in your measured ground level and the
community response appears to occur as a complex function of flight frequency,
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maximum level, duration above ambient, and visibility. This has been
confirmed to some extent by the study done by B. B. Andrew and reported by
Andrew Harris in their work for the Massachusetts Aeronautics Commission, and
also by some work that was performed by my associates in some airports,
Morristown Municipal and some other nearby airports.

In one case, the noise occurred only when the aircraft land at night
and we discovered that the neighbors only complained when the aircraft landed
with their lights on before they got over the fence. If there are not lights
on the aircraft, until the aircraft is on the airport property there are no
complaints. So that may tell you what the neighbors are complaining about.

If you consult Harris's paper, he says that cumulative aircraft noise
near the ambient or other noise resulted in concerted community action. He
goes on to say that these airports were all in relatively quiet areas.

Serious complaints and concerted community action occurred with aircraft noise
levels in the range from Ldn 50 to Ldn 55, levels far below current official
standards of acceptability. He also touched on touch-and-go flights, and said
the complaints about touch-and-go flights did not occur when the levels of
exposure, due to touch-and-go flights, were below Ldn 50 but occurred on a
regular basis whan exposure exceeded Ldn 50.

We have run a number of calculations as to what happends when you
have a change in Ldn of 5. At an ambient sound level of Ldn 52, 30 aircraft
operations with SEL's of approximately 90 -- and these are light aircraft --
during daytime hours only will raise the Ldn to 57; however, with a site of an
Ldn of 56, 76 aircraft operations with an SEL of 90 are required to raise the
Ldn by 5 dB, or 37 with a SEL of 93.

What I am saying here is that the descriptor is sensitive to level
itself, and the number of flights will vary from -- the levels that Harris was
talking about were a little above. We are talking about the kind of activity
you get with touch-and-go traffic mixed with departures or landings.

It is probable that a careful record of community complaints is the
best indication that there is a general aviation airport noise problem.
Serious noise problems can be monitored using conventional level monitoring
equipment, but the use of such data to predict impact could probably best be

done on a specific runway on the basis of local community noise response
information.

The first slide, please.

In order to relate airport operations to noise impact, detailed
information on the individual general aviation airport is necessary. This
information -- some of it is not too easy to get -- includes size, what is the
area covered by the airport, what are the runways; physical relationship of
airport and noise-sensitive areas; what is the traffic volume. Just try to
find out from your local FAA tower about what the volume of specific types of
aircraft is. It is not that they would not like to help in most cases, it is
that they do not keep that kind of detailed records.
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Traffic mix for prop only; frequency of the jet traffic; fixed base;
activities, especially static engine runups, and finally the actual runway use
do not give us the windows and tell us what is covered 90 percent of the
time. What is the actual runway use? You may have to go out and spend a year
taking physical measurements and aircraft counts to find out what the facts
are. With this information in the complaint records, it may be possible
without any further acoustical information at all to estimate the noise impact
on surrounding areas. Add to these data ambient noise levels in the area and
the actual predicted noise levels of the noise sensitive locations and you
probably have the point of the problem. The next slide, please.

With respect to jet traffic, it appears that there is no simple
relationship between frequency of flights and annoyance. Community responses
do occur in two distinct steps. I don't think there is a continuum of
response to jet aircraft traffic if you have awareness of it. You know that
there is a jet aircraft that has gone overhead. You have annoyance because
there are several flights and it may distract you in your fear of some
activities. Then you reach a level when you have group action against the jet
flights, and I think from Bill Galloway's charts that we saw yesterday, you
might be able to make some predictions as to where these break points occur.

Slide, please.

It is clear from this preliminary discussion that there are few
functional relationships to guide as in the assessment of impact of general
aviation airport noise in the surrounding community. However, the remedial
measures available are also discreet in nature so that we are not faced with
measuring a small change in noise level or impact. If we cannot make a change
equivalent to a 5 or 10 decibel in level, we will see no change in community
response. Now, there are several generic types of remedial measures. These
include political, regulatory, operational, economic, and community relation
measures. I will go over these in detail. Some remediation is accomplished
through a combination of these elements and maybe all of them.

Political solutions are those which result from actions by municipal
bodies, such as the governing body or the planning board action, which deal
with the zoning of properties around the airport on the basis of a one-time
local or regional plan -- is an example. Such political solutions are seldom
feasible today, particularly in the northeast because master plans have been
adopted and changing them may create hardships and inequities that result in
litigation. The partial solution is the purchase of properties that are or
will be impacted by airport traffic, but even such land purchases can lead to
litigation. However, land use planning is a continuing process and must
continue to be a major element in individual airport planning.

Other political remedies involve landing fees, hangar rental, and the
rate of development of the airport in view of its attractiveness to both based
and itinerant aircraft,

Regulatory measures include those activities which are under the
control of the airport management. These include noise Timit monitoring
Tocations and the use of curfews on aircraft not meeting published noise level
standards.

91



Operational measures available to the airport operator include the
publication and use of a preferential runway system, the use of noise
abatement flight procedures, and the identification for pilots of noise
sensitive areas. Of course, for single runway airports the preferential
runway idea is not much help; however, flexibility in the assignment of
departure times and close cooperation between FAA tower personnel and the
airport management can reduce the impact during high density traffic periods.

For smaller airports, touch-and-go traffic may all occur near or over
residential areas. It is here that attention needs to be given to the place
of flight training in the airport community relationship. It may be that
airport operators will have to decide whether business traffic and aircraft
maintenance activities are more important than flight training and hangar or
tie-down income. It has occurred to many in the general aviation area that
some tradeoff in this area may be in order. Just turn on your radio on some
clear Friday afternoon and listen to the combination of student pilots,
business twins, and high performance jets all in the same traffic pattern.
The combination of regulatory and operational measures has been adopted by
some airports.

The next slide, please.

This requires the filing of application by those wishing to operate
turbine-powered aircraft into the airport, and also requires that certain
procedures be followed during landing and takeoff. These procedures are
published in some cases in Jeppeson-like pages, and you see this is just a
piece of the page from the Teterboro product that Frank Gammon is going to
talk about later. I don't want to give his talk, but it shows the
instructions on the front side and on the reverse are detailed operational
instructions for the noise abatement program.

Economic remedial measures include incentives for major corporations
to maintain a good-neighbor image by minimizing their fleet impact in the
neighboring community. This requires strong motivation to operate quietly and
to upgrade the fleet with quieter aircraft. Another economic aspect of
remediation exists when the impacted community includes members of the owning
company staff. I should also mention that economic remediation is available
through Federal agencies 1like HUD, which has developed critiera for land use
for HUD-supported projects, whether they are guaranteeing the mortage or
putting up the money. You must file an appropriate environmental impact
statement, including the noise, and they have some explicit noise criteria.
Of course, appeals to HUD officials can sometimes get them bent a little bit,
but generally the standards are pretty well met.

At some airports the management works closely with the neighboring
communities to pinpoint those operations that appear to have the greatest
impact, and with the cooperation of the FAA personnel implement noise
abatement plans such as the one you saw. Also, corporate pilots have joined
together in formal organizations at some airports, and among other activities
work toward noise abatement and improved community relations. This may
include and assessment of operational procedures for noise abatement,
involving turbine-powered equipment noise as well as participating in
community activities. It has been known for many years that noise annoyance
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activities. It has been known for many years that noise annoyance is
increased by the belief on the part of the auditor that the noise is
unnecessary or can be easily abated. It is also known that good community
relations are worth up to 10 dB of noise reduction. With this in mind, it is

clearly important for airport managers to work at improving community
relations.

Programs which identify communications cause for complaints,
foliow-up reports on complaints, and disseminate information on studies,
programs, and actions taken to improve the noise situation are very
important. This is not issuing press releases but meeting with elected
officials in the neighboring municipalities and community groups and bringing
in the pilots' organization and FAA staff where they can hear the problem at
first hand, discuss the operational aspect, and then discuss the potential

measures to reduce the noise impact, those in the near and long-term future,
There are some problem areas though.

Next siide.

There are some problem areas where the ideas that have been presented
will not be easy to implement. These include airports in one municipality
that are owned by another governmental entity, such as an adjacent county or a
quasi-governmental authority. There are airports on the edge of one
municipality that cause noise problems in another municipality. There are
suburban airports initiating turbine-powered activity and there are airports
opening new fixed base jet maintenance facilities. Nevertheless, programs for
remediation should always be available to each airport manager.

The next slide.

It should be operative before any complaints occur, probably long
before a new airport or facility is opened, and it may result in never having
a serious noise complaint -- not most of them, but the most serious. Such a
program would include preparation of topographic maps and area photographs
with the expected traffic patterns overlaid. That Morristown Municipal
Airport, when they applied to extend the runway, they and no off-airport
topogrpahic information in the application or the master plan. It did not
show -~ also, the application for the ILS, which was part of that -- nowhere
was shown the fact that south of the airport on the runway extension there was
a hill 165 feet high, that FAR-36 measurement. And on top of that 165-foot
rise were trees about 150 feet tall and a pair of church spires. And number
one, the back court at that airport, is unusable. It is proposed that it
would be used. It is unusable and the departing jet aircraft were given a
heading of 20 degrees east of the runway center line extension to get them
over that hill without the possibility of their going through the church
spires. So, topographic map and aerial photographs are really imperative and
off-airport information is imperative too.

You need to delineate the noise sensitive areas. You need to list .
the airport telephone information numbers. Who do we call if we want
information or have to report something? What happens if an aircraft lands in
your back yard and it is a terrible thought that there might be an accident,
but how would you call? It may not be as bad as that. Noise complaints may
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not be as bad as that, but if we do not know who to call for noise complaints,
you might not know who to call for the others. You should have available
instructions for recording complaint information by the FAA, the airport
management, the police, and the municipal officials. If they do not know
what to do with a telephone call, the management is in trouble.

You need a noise coordinating committee to review operations,
recommend noise abatement procedures, and assess complaints from an
operational point of view. You need to issue noise abatement procedures if
they are required to be and can be used. You need regional information and
you need education. You want to get out in the community and explain what you

are doing openly and explain how you are going to cope with any potential
noise problems.

You need the cooperation between the airport management and the local
governing bodies and planning boards in order to achieve long-term benefits
from land use planning. If you do not have any cooperation, all the planning
in the work is not going to offset the attitude of the governing body or the
coun%y governing body or the State -- and they are the only people who make
the laws.

And you need to review the FAA documents and the environmental
requirements for airport development. There is a wealth of information
available and sometimes FAA tower personnel are not familiar with the latest
output of FAA questions.

Finally, you need an annual review of all of your programs. There
are no breakthroughs. There is no state of the art methodology in remedial
measures for noise control. As Joan Caldwell said yesterday, have
face-to-face conference table meetings, not lectures. It takes hard work, and
probably very hard work by volunteer community associations and citizens to
help solve the real problem.

I want to take another couple of minutes to tell you about plianning
at the local level. I have been a consultant to a local New Jersey planning
board, industrial and recreational development they have been involved in for
many years. The planning board has been considering an application for
certain industrial activity which is carried on out of doors. I don't want to
get too specific. There probably is going to be litigation over this before
we are finished. The planning board has been meeting and I have been meeting
with them and hearing evidence from the applicant, from the objectors, from
the town engineer for months -- two or three nights a month. Less than a week
ago the municipal governing body made the particular industrial operations
illegal in any area except the industrial zone, so that you cannot even get a
variance, which is what this planning application involved. You cannot even
get a variance to carry out this industrial operation in this municipality.
The planning board has been meeting. The municipal body knew they were
meeting and yet they waited and waited and one evening last week they just
made it illegal.

Now, this is a continuing problem for those who are planning
professionally. I think the city planners, urban planners, regional planners
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must come to grips with this problem before you can have good remediation or
good initial planning. I do not want to say too much more.

DR. BRAGDON: Tying in with the overview which Lew has given, we
wanted to give you a specific case study and we have a very qualified person
to do that. Bill Critchfield, who is manager of the Torrance Municipal
Airport in Torrance, California, has had considerable experience and has

initiated, I feel, some very innovative things which I feel will be useful for
us to examire.

, MR. WILLIAM J. CRITCHFIELD: General aviation as a mode of
transportation has come of age. Unfortunately, this convenience and
sophistication have developed additional problems which plague general
aviation. Most airports which make general aviation a convenient and
efficient method of transportation have two things in common; they are located
in a crowded urban area, and they are heavily used. The Torrance Municipal
Airport is no exception. It is located in the South Bay area of Los Angeles
County, serving a population in excess of two million. It is also about the
twelfth busiest airport in the nation. The airport was developed as a flight
strip by the Bureau of Public Roads in the late 1920's. It was transferred to

the U.S. Corps of Engineers and developed as a fighter strip in the early and
middle forties,

It was acquired by the City of Torrance in 1948. At that time, the
airport was surrounded by agriculture, oil fields, and some industrial use.
The community, now the City of Lomita, to the east was mostly agricultural-use
and residential lots. The airport and its surrounding community remained in
this general land use pattern for ten years. In 1948, the City of Torrance
took action to develop the airport to meet the growing need for general
aviation. Over the next five years the control tower was constructed, the
second runway was built, taxiways, parking aprons, lighting, and hangars were
constructed; concurrently, housing and apartments were developed around the
airport.

The objections to aircraft noise and conflicting land use patterns
first became evident in 1965. The City of Torrance started its remedial
measure at tnat time. This dealt with land use. The area immediately west of
the airport had been permitted to develop with poor quality housing for single
families and multiple-family residential use. This is the area that you see
to the left of the screen. Many of the houses were freeway move-ins,
displaced by freeway right-of-way acquisition and relocated. In order to
protect the airport, the City of Torrance initiated a Federal Housing and
Urban Development redevelopment project to convert the residential land to
light industrial.

The project amounted to $7 million on the one-third matching grant,
loans, and local funding basis. The original project converted residential
uses impacted by airport operations to light industrial, office and commercial
uses that were compatible in this area, and in five instances created light
industrial office use with direct access to the airport. Today, it is an
example of effective redevelopment.
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Another project under state guidelines, using local funds, will take
place immediately north of the existing Meadow Park Redevelopment Project.
Part of the problem we had in that was we applied to the Federal Aviation
Administration for funding for an approach protection zone and found out that
the cost on that little piece of land, about 56 acres, was about the
equivalent of all reliever airport monies for the State of California.

In 1965, the city took other land use measures which continue to be
utilized. These are the acquisition of avigation easements which require
height limit, grant the right of flight and, in some instances, require
acoustic treatment. Avigation easements are obtained both as deed
restrictions on tracts for new development and as a condition of land use
changes or modifications such as conditional-use permits, lot splits and other
land use modifications.

Acoustic construction is also required for new structures having
critical uses in the commercial industrial areas. This includes the hospital
and medical facilities which require low interior noise levels. Believe it or
not, I have a hospital right here (indicating). Now, that may not seem to be
quite the thing you would think about near an airport, but my avocation tends
to have me spend time in the orthopedic ward on the fourth floor, and my
doctor always says: Oh, you want to be overlooking the airport, right?
Believe it or not, you cannot hear airplanes in that hospital. Another aspect
of it is that we have constructed a helicopter stop in this location
(indicating). I think probably the Torrance Memorial Hospital is the only
hospital in the area that has positive control clearance approaches and
departures for the Coast Guard, the sheriff, and other medivac-type operations.

Avigation easements are obtained just as street, sidewalks, sewer,
and other easements are obtained for newly-developing property or property
requesting modification of existing uses. In congested urban area land use
planning, reuse, deed restrictions, and avigation easements are limited as
remedial measures. A1l you have to do is look at this area on the photo and
you will see how limited they are. There still exists residential uses which
are impacted by general aviation aircraft operations.

In 1970, aircraft noise, together with changing land use, raised
questions in the minds of the city council and members of the community. A
process was started to review the goals for the airport which resulted in
development of the new airport master plan and the noise abatement program
being used today. We spent seven years in dealing with this master planning
effort, three of them involved review of eight draft EIR's. The eighth one
was finally accepted. We are now being sued by a neighboring community who
feels that the eighth one was not adequate. A series of public hearings was’
held on both the noise abatement program and on the master plan. This was a
trade-off here. Prior to the point in time in 1970 when we began examining
the airport, the city council was definitely anti-airport. When we put
together the master plan, the trade-off was we would also put together an
airport noise abatement program. I am happy to say today that the airport is
supported basically by the city council because of the political process, the
community involvement process we went through. We began the hearings on the
airport master plan in July, 1976. Every Tuesday night for the next several
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months, through December, 1976, I went to a city council meeting to deal with
an element of the airport master plan in the public hearing.

Before making additional adjustments, it is essential to perform an
objective analysis and evaluation of the environment of the airport. This
includes not only the communities surrounding the airport, but the airport
itself -- its use, types and class of aircraft, and the spectrum of experience
of the aircraft operators. You must identify the problem and the problem
areas. The average general aviation pilot does not perceive his operation
into and out of the airport as a problem. The pilot, generally has no
perception of the noise impact of his aircraft operations on the environment
on-the ground. It is akin to turning a driver loose on a parkway or a freeway
without a speedometer and cautioning him not to exceed the speed limit.

Noise is a primary problem. As some have mentioned before, safety
may be brought forth as a problem, but generally it is secondary and it is
used to support resistance to noise impact. The magnitude of the noise must
be analyzed; the source, in terms of the aircraft, its capabilities,
limitations of its performance, and its noise. He also must be familiar with
the airport area.

Another element of the noise problem is frequency of occurrence. The
volume of the noise may be low but many aircraft may be operating in the
training mode and the frequency of occurrence of the operations may be every
45 seconds. The noise may not be loud, but it is steady or recurrent. The
third element is time of occurrence. We must analyze the time of occurrence
and the noise events in terms of the community cycle. What are the people
doing at that time of year, the time of week, or that time of day that the
noise from aircraft operations would annoy them or create problems for them?

Torrance, with the aid of a portable noise monitor and later a
sophisticated computerized system with 11 monitor sites, conducted a series of
noise analyses of operations primarily from Runway 29 Right. Eighty percent
of the operations occurred to the west. A significant amount occurred on
Runway 29 Right. From this analysis we developed a curve which identified the
bulk of the aircraft operating at Torrance Municipal Airport. We determined
that above 82 maximum and 88 single event noise exposure level, five percent
of the aircraft fleet would be affected.

The city council, in initiating action to control the noise in the
vicinity of the airport, selected these as the upper limit for daytime
operations, together with 76 maximum and 82 single event as the nighttime
limits. These limits were selected based on an analysis of aircraft mix and
their impact on the community. Our selection and decision appear to have been
justified, in view of the court decision in Santa Monica.

Once the information, identification of the problem and possible
solutions are assembed, the third effort at remedial measures must be
jnitiated. There must be an education program for both pilot, users, and the
community. When you talk about education, most pilots say, "No way," and most
community representatives say, "You've got to be kidding." Pilots resent the
implication that they are less than competent at their technical sk111_and a
comunity does not believe that the people thundering overhead and making
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noise can ever be educated. Nonetheless, we have attempted it and we have
been reasonably successful. Some of our means are a monthly newsletter,
provisions for operational evaluation of aircraft to determine noise level,
and most important of all, communications. The monthly newsletter is sent to
both pilots and persons in the community who wish to receive it. We have a
subscription list of over 4,500 at this point. And in this newsletter we
report on the current status of the noise abatement program, new techniques --
caution on time of occurrence and frequency of occurrence.

With evaluations, the city has utilized the newly acquired and
installed noise monitoring system to review pilot, aircraft performance, and
flight techniques. As you can see, we have a multi-type unit here. On 22.9,
with this thing here, we can talk directly to the pilots through our own
frequency acquired from the FAA for noise abatement purposes. A pilot can
make two or three runs using different techniques and get instant answers on
which technique is most effective in reducing noise from his aircraft
operation. The great majority of the pilots are cooperative and understanding
in response to the education program. Pilots pride themselves in the
professional execution of their skill.

The education program is also an excellent tool for communications
with the community on what is being done, what is not being done and why.

This is a recording device. We have a noise complaint hot-line. The
number is published in the newsletter regqularly, and it is available both in
the police department and the city hall switchboard. We do not man the noise
abatement line 24 hours a day, but with this we can get effective response
back to a resident when someone in the community complains about aircraft
noise. We also have an advisory line, pilots' information. If someone wants
to find out what the restrictions are or what the problems are at Torrance,
they are merely asked to dial that number and we have a prerecorded message on .
the noise abatement program and precautionary measures. Education is
voluntary and only goes so far.

The fourth element in remedial measures is enforcement. The City
Council of Torrance, based on data gathered, analysis, and evaluation of the
airport noise environment, adopted an ordinance and submitted it to the
Federal Aviation Administration for review. The city received approval of
certain provisions in that ordinance, the limitation on time periods when
touch-and-go training operations could be performed, and the institution of a
departure curfew. Enforcement of these provisions commenced in October,
1978. A series of citations were issued, or complaints filed, and incidents
of violations of these portions of the ordinance are now zero. 1 guess the
message there is voluntary compliance and notices of violation do not work.
You have to deal with the 10 percent who do not really believe you mean it.

Initially, the local Federal Aviation Administration office made
minimal cooperative effort in the city's enforcement of touch-and-go
limitations and departure curfews. After some discussion, the Federal
Aviation Administration now issues advisories for the purpose of assisting
pilots who may be unaware of the limitations -- advisory for noise abatement,
request you make a full stop, in response to a request for touch-and-go during
prohibited hours. One afternoon, the controller was a little more explicit
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When the guy asked him for a second time for a touch-and-go. He said, "Okay,
it will cost you $130." Needless to say, the guy decided to make a full
stop. Now, all of this has been most helpful in preventing pilots from being
cited and brought into court and fined. Our objective, after all, is to

rgduce'the noise impact, not to collect fines or cite for misdemeanor
violations.

The City of Torrance plans to expand its enforcement activities into
the maximum noise level portion of the ordinance, based on Judge Hill's
decision in the Santa Monica case. This will impact those pilots who have
selected aircraft that cannot meet the standards of Torrance, or those pilots
who do not or will not utilize the tested and proven techniques for reducing

noise from their aircraft operations. Again, the purpose is not to fine, not
to cite, but to reduce noise.

Pilots and aircraft owners who meet the limitations at Torrance are
benefitted by this enforcement. It reduces the amount of overall noise
impact and reduces the pressure for additional limitations on the airport and

its operations, thus making this mode of transportation available to the
majority of users.

The fifih, most important remedial measure is to report the results.
In the four previous steps, reporting the steps and their results is the most
important outgrowth and support that can be used. A full disclosure of
information, good or bad, on the results of the overall noise abatement
program is important in obtaining credibility and support of those pilots and
community. The newsletter, presentations to groups and service clubs and
organizations of the noise abatement program's functions and objectives
interface with media to keep them advised as to the progress. All are
important to a successful program. The Federal Aviation Administration's
aviation noise abatement policy, published in November of 1976, furnishes a
basic guideline for noise reduction programs. A reasonable program, based on
proper analysis, evaluation and preparation can be assured of a reasonable
response from the FAA.

Unfortunately, there are some elements in any given program that from
time to time receive a negative response from the Federal Aviation
Administration based on national policy. The Federal Aviation
Administration's strict adherence to national policy in certain matters is
unresponsive and negative and its impact on local communities, agencies and
airport proprietors who need all the help they can get to maintain the
terminal element of our air transportation system. The success of remedial
measures by the City of Torrance and other general aviation airport
proprietors would be much more productive if the Federal Aviation
Administration were more responsive at the local level, permitting the
regional offices more flexibility with general aviation airports, their needs
and their requirements. This will lead to a policy which can reflect positive
noise abatement efforts in general aviation designed specifically for general
aviation airport proprietors.

In summary, the case study of remedial measures at Torrance Municipal

Airport includes land use controls by redevelopment and reuse, deed
restrictions, avigation easements, and acoustic construction requirements to
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protect the airport and the community. It includes commitment of resources to
a program. MWithout this commitment of dollars and people, any program is only
paper, ordinances, laws, codes, and it will be a paper tiger.

The problem involves analysis of and defining problems, more
resources, dollars, people, and equipment. The program involves education for
those who can do something about the problem, pilots, the community, more
dollars and resources. The program involves enforcement. Some require
greater incentive than others to take positive steps to do something about the
problem -- more dollars and people. And finally, reporting the results of the
program to the community and pilots. Use of the newsletter, periodic reports
to the citizens advisory committee, airport commissions, and city council keep
the pilots and the community informed of progress.

With these remedial measures, Torrance has reduced the airport noise
contours, accommodated a slight increase in operations, gained a significant
increase in revenues, and we have no more demonstrations and protests in front
of the city council, It has worked for Torrance. We think it is a model
program.

I would be remiss if I did not give credit where credit is due.
Chuck May, my airport program specialist; G.A. noise abatement specialist,
John Carisan, and Ron Waddell, Department of Safety, compose a noise abatement
team. These poeple are ready and willing at any time and under any conditions
to deal with community questions, the pilots' evaluations, aircraft
manufacturers, anyone that wants to talk to us. We have gathered a
significant amount of data on general aviation aircraft in the last three
years and these three gentlemen are primarily the people who have done it. I
would also 1ike to give credit to the Division of Aeronautics of the State of
California. They chipped in $152,000 to make up the $165,000 for that nice
piece of scrap iron I showed you there. That has been a significant help in
our program because it has identified the problem and it has identified some
of the solutions to the problem.

One of the things we are tagging onto that computerized system in
cooperation with EPA Region 9 is an automatic aircraft identification mode.
We are going to do this for evaluation and we probably will have it installed
next week. If any of you are in the area, you are welcome to come down and
see our facility, our system, and to see this application of Auto ID for
aircraft. »

And last of all, I have a few examples on that far table back there
of the information items that we have turned out. It is a very small amount.
We have probably turned out over a truckload of paper in the last three years
in this program. It consists of a Jeppeson insert; a fact sheet on the noise
monitoring system; a brief fact sheet on noise, single event, and giving some
types of aircraft and their noise, maximum and minimum; a couple of copies of
our newsletter.

Thank you for your time and patience.

MR, STANLEY GREEN: Bill, basically, what kind of a program do you
have with respect to itinerant traffic, informing them? We understood you had
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some proposed requirements on training at your airport with respect to the
itinerants. Is that not true?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: WNo. With respect to itinerant traffic on what is
happening at Torrance, we have mailed 30,000, almost 40,000 Jeppeson inserts
out, based on the list from the medical certificates from all the cities
supplied by the FAA. We also have a program that every itinerant that comes
in, one of these 1ittle bags that you get on your door knob with advertising
in them, we put information in them and we hang it on the aircraft. I think
what you are speaking of, specifically, is the restrictions of itinerant
training. We have submitted to the FAA a progran for several changes in the
traffic pattern and operation of the airport. And among those is a
recommendation or a proposal to exclude itinerant training traffic at Torrance
Airport. We think that this is part of our problem. Our traffic pattern
seems -to extend so far beyond what is an acceptable pattern for a training
airport, we believe it is people who are unfamiliar with the airport and we
think that what a lot of the airports are doing in the Los Angeles area and
Santa Monica and Hawthorne is exporting air training problems to Torrance.
Incidentally, our six flight schools support this concept.

MR. GREEN: I understand it from the local point of view but, as you
pointed out, if everybody exports their training, no local training permitted
or put restrictions on it, where is one to get training? I know you have
explained you have a good program with respect to informing itinerants. Is it

not possible to do the same thing with those people who need some cross
country work?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: We do not have any problem with the cross country
if they make a full stop. It is the circle and bounce that causes problems.
A11 I can suggest is Chino, Fox Field, and you pick up your cross country
while you go do your training basically. Mojave, that is a long way to go.

MR. GREEN: It is a long thrust.

MR. ROBERT DOYLE: Bill, my question relates to the land use side of
your remedial program. You may well know there are about 15 states, led by
California, that have I think tax increment financing procedures as part of
their redevelopment program. Burbank has used this very extensively to change

a mixed-use neighborhood which is incompatible with aircraft operations. Did
you consider that?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: We considered tax increment financing. As a matter
of fact, a part of the initial Meadow Park Redevelopment Project, most of the
funding was based on tax increment financing. The new Sky Park Redevelopment
Project, just north of that -- it would not fly because of Proposition 13.
There wasn't enough margin left in the tax revenues so what they actually did
was that when the land management team in the city -- consisting of executive
staff, department heads -- they devised a plan to go out to private developers
to bring light industrial commercial use into that area and they would put up
the front money. The city would acquire the property and put the deed
restrictions on it and the height 1imit on it and they would transfer it to
the developer. We had five proposals and we selected one and went with it.
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MR. DOYLE: Thank you.

: MR. ELKINS: Chuck Elkins, EPA. Bill, what is your reaction to the
Federal policy that airports should control source noise only in terms of the
levels of the aircraft measured according to the FAR procedures, and that
airports should not have monitors off the runway to check performance or
operation. It sounds to me as if you have problems there in terms of how the
aircraft is operated and where, in addition to just what kind of aircraft the
people are operating.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: I do not agree with it. I think it penalizes
general aviation. It works fine for air carriers, but I definitely feel it
penalizes general aviation. Because if you become involved in a type-ban of
aircraft simply because one aircraft or a small group of that type of aircraft
is creating problems -- let's give it an example. I think you all know a
Beech Bonanza can be a very noisy aircraft. You have 20 Beech Bonanzas and
three owners fly theirs 1like the Battle of Britain, for lack of a better
term. So, you have a problem. You have a community pressure for a type-ban.
So, you type-ban. Al1 17 guys take it in the necks for three guys'
responsibility. Our experience has been that in the general aviation sense,
if your monitored sites are properly located, there is no way the guy can fly
the airplane to beat the box. And to supplement that we have, as you saw, the
614 portable monitor. If we begin to generate complaints of guys throttling
back to beat the box and pouring the coal to it later, we will go out to that
site and we will set up that monitor and that will go on battery for four
days. If we begin to develop a problem area, we will go back to the pilot. I
really don't agree with it. I think it is penalizing the users and the
industry; coupled with the fact that we work with general aviation pilots. We
have talked to them and the majority of them are like the community; they
understand. They find out that they can fly the aircraft quietly and they go
about their business and they do not say anything about it. But, five percent
or ten percent or whoever they are who just are not going to cooperate, I do
not want to use the word but who just are not that proficient, are the ones
who protest. We have found that our system seems to be working. We wish
somebody would come out and take a good long look at our system and talk to
some of our pilots on the field and find out how it is working and how well it
is working.

MR. GOODFRIEND: Lewis Goodfriend. I have a question on the
economics of this activity. I would like to know the population of Torrance
and what the noise abatement budget and annual budget are. 1 think this is an
excellent program but in terms of applicability to other municipalities, I
don't think it would work.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: The population of Torrance is 134,000. The annual
budget for the noise abatement program is a $100,000. The capital investment
we have in the program so far is a half million. I think what you have to
understand is that Torrance Municipal Airport serves an area of two million
population. If you will recall some of the slides that I was showing you,
especially the map, the aerial photos, the airport was developed in such a
manner a long time ago so that it would never be a burden on the general fund,
the city. It would be self-sufficient. The commercial frontage along the
Pacific Coast Highway, the industrial developments on the north side, the
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shopping center to the right of your screen, all of these things generate
least revenues. 1 commented to Bob yesterday, when he mentioned the
difficulty in supporting a general aviation airport, believe it or not I am
being accused of not being self-sufficient because now people are saying,
well, you know, the aeronautical area does not support itself,

I don't know, you cannot win, so this is where our revenue base comes
from, primarily that. Also, we are not cheap on our fees. Of course, we have
not equaled what the marinas charge for ship rental.

~ ATTENDEE: What are your fees?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Basic class one -- which is your average general
aircraft -- is $45; fuel, speed gasoline, three cents a gallon; oil, twelve
cents a gallon. And of course, we have our rental rates on most of our land,
based on eight percent capitalized value of the land value. We also have all
our leases since 1958. The rental is tied to the wholesale price index of all
commodities, now called the producers index. The poor guy who rented a
tie-down spot for $15 in 1969 is now paying about $32 a month. I am sorry,
for a hangar site, just the bare ground, $15 a month in '69 and is now paying
about $32 a month for that same hangar site based on the price index increase.

Incidentially, our costs have gone up horrendously. I pay five times
as much for weed killer today and it does a third of the work.

ATTENDEE: I think your tie-down fees are too darned low. I give you
an example: At Van Nuys, it is $8 for the same thing. 1 think this is an
area that pilots will protest from now to doomsday, considering the shortage
of tia-down space in the major metropolitan area. It is unfair to the airport
to tie itself to an unreasonable amount of revenue.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: I understand and I agree with you. From strictly a
land value base, they should be about $65 a month right now but the pilots
also have access to my board of directors just the way the community does.

DR. BRAGDON: OQur next speaker will be talking in a different area
and this is in the whole area of preventive measures for dealing with noise at
general aviation airports. Before, we were talking about remedial
techniques. Now we are into the preventive area. I am pleased to introduce
Gordon Jackson, Deputy Regional Manager of R. Dixon Speas & Associates,
Atlanta. Dixon Speas & Associates is one of the large airport planning firms
working just in airport planning in the United States and has had cons1derab]e
experience working with many GA airports throughout the country.

MR. GORDON JACKSON: Thank you, Cl1iff. 1 have always wanted a
pendant but I had hoped it would be gold. I was unable to be here yesterday
and just so I can expect the direction of some questions for your own
interest, may I have a show of hands as to how many of you here are from
public agencies, city, county government planning agencies or something of
that nature? How many of you are?
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MR. JACKSON: How many from associated industry in general aviation
or aviation as a manufacturer, GAMA, ALPA, people like that? How many of you
fall into that category?

MR. JACKSON: That is the other 90 percent. Getting down to the
question of preventive measures associated with general aviation, it is a
little difficult perhaps to really differentiate between pure remedial
measures and those which are purely preventive measures. In the industry we
quite often use a number of cliches or various expressions, trying to
differentiate various things. One expression that we quite often hear, not
only in this industry but in terms of a lot of other industries, is that there
is no such thing as a free lunch. Well, basically this is true. We hear this
quite often when any number of groups may be polarizing on a particular issue
and presenting simplistic solutions to questions which many of us feel are
anything but simplistic. In the free lunch bit, if we can examine that just a
little with respect to the simplistic answer thing, while the lunch I enjoyed
was very much free -- since Tom bought it -- it was not free for Tom. So,
with respect to that kind of thing, I would like to perhaps throw out one more
little cliche, one that Mr. Newton solved; that is, for every action there is
an opposite and equal reaction.

I think just this morning you have seen that anything dealing with
noise problems associated with any size airport, I don't care what size
airport it is, there are very definitely two sides to the question. On the
one hand we can reduce the impact of general aviation noise considerably by
carrying out XYZ actions. But the other side of that particular coin is that
there are costs associated with those actions which must be examined to
determine is that particular action warranted.

In the case of Torrance, which we just went through, we have an
operating budget -- I think Bill mentioned, if I can generalize in round
numbers, it was somewhere in the neighborhood of slightly less than a dollar a
head for the operating budget for the community to run the noise monitoring
system. But for that particular community they have decided that that is a
worthy cost for them. In some of the other airports around the country we
find similar situations and I think again the Santa Monica case is one which
certainly will be getting more and more light as time goes on.,

I recently had occasion to visit an aircraft manufacturing plant and
that was the first time I had been back in such a facility since I was
involved in an undergraduate career. At that time I was working in a sheet
metal and welding fabrication plant as a jig builder and so on, so forth. And
I will have to confess I had forgotten how noisy a rivet gun working on metal
suspended in a jig can actually be. I want to tell you I walked by the
particular area where they were fabricating a nose cone rather quickly. I
will also confess I had my fingers in my ears.

I checked with some of the guys in the plant later and found that the
plant had met all of OSHA's requirements for whatever OSHA does, all of the
noise associated with the plant -- ear protectors and that sort of thing. But
nonetheless, the noise was still, to my ears, most significant.
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Fortunately for general aviation, the measures are a little bit more
productive than either walking around with your fingers in your ears all the
time or, on the other hand, preventing the noise from occurring. The only way
you can really prevent the noise from occurring is that of stopping the
noise. We hope that does not happen too terribly often, but doing noise
abatement studies which we quite often do, the ANCLUC studies, there are

basically two approaches you can take and usually you take both of those
approaches.

One is to quiet the source to the degree possible, i.e., the vehicle,
the aircraft itself in its operation. In dealing with air carrier noise
problems, we look at the approach patterns, departure patterns, the kind of
noise abatement profiles that we are actually flying in an attempt to reduce
the impact of the noise on the ground in any particular spot. Beyond being
able to reduce the amount of noise received on the ground, then we have to get
into Lew Goodfriend's talk this morning in remedial measures of what can be
done to make the ground underlying any particular noise level more compatibie
with that noise. I think here the Santa Monica case is somewhaf interesting.

There are two sides to that particular question. One, they have a
lot of noise in the community and, as has guite often been said about
California, things happen there first. They are very, very concerned with the
amount of noise in their community, and I think Bill indicated the same thing
for the Torrance area this morning. And coming up with the kinds of noise
abatement plans that they are coming up with in these particular areas, I
think it is plain that these communities have decided that to quiet the
aircraft noise impact is very, very important to them -- aven to the extent of
perhaps tightening down a little bit on the flexibility of the aircraft
machine operating in general aviation service.

1 do not think that it would be well at this point to spend a long
time trying to convince you of how important general aviation is to the
nation's economy. I think ALPA and GAMA will probably attack that fairly
well. I would like to leave it if you will allow me, with the explicit
assumption that general aviation is most necessary to the nation's business
comnunity as well as our overall transportation in this country.

Having stated that then, what are the ways in which we may provide a
preventive treatment to the effect of aircraft noise? There are basically
three methods. These are the treatment of noise at the source; secondly, the
treatment in the planning for airport facilities and, the third one, the
protection of those facilities from encroachment. Now if you are thinking
that you have heard some of this this morning, you are right. Perhaps we can
discuss it in just a little bit of a different light,

Our work has involved several of the airport noise and land use
compatibility studies or as we colloquially say, ANCLUC studies. In those
studies we have to recognize that much of the work deals with the treatment of
the residual noise, that which is left after the source has been guieted to
the extent possible and/or reasonable. And again we come back to the
trade-off of the two sides of the question, because both have to do with that.
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Noise can only be abated at the source. In other words, we have got
to quiet the vehicle. If we have a truly quiet airplane then we will not have
the kinds of problems we do in trying to treat noise and planes for those
problems associated with them. At the recent NBAA Convention here in town
last week, many of the new aircraft that were displayed at DeKalb-Peachtree
Airport were dressed out in the new props -- coincidentally, they were
mentioned in Bill's newsletter back there -- that were bent back toward the
cockpit. And checking with the manufacturer with respect to the kinds of
noise or solution of the noise problem, whatever they may offer, we were
informed that the basic noise relief is in the cockpit. The parcel has not
come to the point at this time of being able to relate that to whatever
benefit may accrue to those on the ground. We would hope that at some point
in time similar benefits for the ground will exist with either this or some
similar type of prop treatment.

General aviation pilots can fly most types of takeoff procedures.
They can fly them perhaps as well as air carrier pilots. Again, I think we
come to a point here this morning, stressed to some degree, and that is
education. It is incumbent upon those of us in the industry to educate the
general aviation pilots that, first of all, there is no such thing as a free
lunch any more -- if there ever was -- but certainly none exists at this
point. So that those pilots of us who are operating from places like
DeKalb-Peachtree or Torrance or Santa Monica or any other number of other
metropolitan airports that we can name today, there are some very significant
problems associated with the manner in which they operate their aircraft.

Now, I noticed on Bill's noise abatement profile, which I had not had
the occasion to see previously, that they are suggesting flying somewhat
steeply and then converting to a cruise climb to a safe altitude.

In some of our work we have investigated various procedures and we
have recommended to climb to 1000 feet at best rate of climb, in whatever
vehicle it might be. We have recommended best rate of climb over best angle
of climb since general aviation quite often has a number of first-time riders
in that aircraft. For those of you who are not familiar with those terms,
best angle of climb is the best angle of climb which would give you the
maximum altitude over the shortest linear distance along the ground. The best
rate of climb gives you the highest altitude over a time limit.

So, in climbing at best angle of climb, that climb is a little bit
steeper than it is at best rate of climb. The best angle of climb has been
known to, we would not say frighten, necessarily, but cause some apprehension
in the back seat of airplanes when it was the first time for riders. They
were not exactly sure of what was going on.

General aviation has this problem. General aviation has the problem
of not necessarily negative press but they sure like to report the night a
G.A. airplane goes down. So, with respect to this -- you know, this is one of
theb?ther sides of the question. We have got to recognize that that is a real
probiem.

However, we can climb out very safely at best rate of climb to some
predetermined altitude. The particular case where we recommended 1000 feet,
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most G.A. airplanes can get up and get to 1000 feet and remain, not
necessarily on airport property but close enough to the area so that there is
not the impact it would be if they dragged the thing out right on across the
countryside. We are recommending that they get up and then convert and
throttle on back to a cruise climb or regular climb power for climbing on out
of the particular area.

The general aviation pilots can fly these kinds of profiles if they
are educated as to, one, the absolute necessity for their doing so because
again, as I think perhaps both speakers this morning indicated, there are a
number of G.A. pilots who kind of feel that does not mean me, because all I am
flying over here is a 172 or 182 or a Cherokee, or whatever. I have got to
confess that one of the noisiest airplanes I have ever heard is a Cessna
Mixmaster, front and rear props. If you have never been under one of these
things when he was -- well, the prop noise from the particular machine is
significant. It is significant though and it has to be recognized.

There were a couple of other points made this morning which I think
were terribly appropriate and that is in Andy Harris's paper in the INS
magazine, that the perception of the community as to what is actually
occurring when you see these guys out running around doing the bump-and-goes,
touch-and-goes. What does a community actually perceive going on here? That
it is a useless activity, and the response to that useless activity is that
they are much more annoyed at much lower levels of Ldn or any other method of
description you care to use. They are still highly annoyed at a much lower
Tevel of sound than we otherwise would have thought.

My own arm chair reasoning for this is that the community unit often
perceies that this is a useless activity; that some rich guy out here in his
airplane is just flying around the skies and boring holes -- is the term --
spending his money; he's got it, he can spend it that way, that kind of thing.

There is very little realization in the community that first of all,
for general aircraft to come out of the doldrums with respect to our safety
record which has got to occur, we have got to have training and proficiency
flying. Now if you can, differentiate between those two things for just a
moment. We can call training, primary and secondary training in terms of
commercial and instrument ratings. Proficiency flying is that kind of
activity which has to go on to maintain your currency and, quite frankly, I am
a firm believer that strictly meeting the FAA guidelines for currency just
does not really get it. To really be proficient, you have to fly just a
little bit more than that to be good and proficient, if I can use the term
proficient instead of current.

Those two categories of flying are very, very important to the
industry, but they have got to occur and I think that we have not made the
point strongly enough with the community that these are really necessary forms
of flying. On the other hand, we have not made the point to the pilots that
while this is really a necessary activity, it can be done in a manner which is
more compatible with environs of the airport. And I think those are points
which must be made.
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In looking into the airport planning scenario, I do not know what we
can do in terms of airport planning to prevent the impact of airport noise.
Quite frankly, in most of the airports which have been discussed here today,
there is doggone little we can do to prevent the impact of noise through
airport planning. We can do a number of things, such as noise barriers,
certain categories of operations, and in terms of maintenance run up type of
activity. We have to go out and run up an engine somewhere and we can perhaps
prevent the impact. Again, we cannot prevent the noise but we can prevent the
impact from reaching a particular segment of the community through locating a
run up area which is specifically the only run up area that can be used on the
airport.

Again, this comes back to the airport operator's obligation in making
sure in his airport rules and regulations that that is the only one that is
being used. .

Noise barriers, sound barriers, sometimes may provide some benefit.
We worked with Dr. Clifford Bragdon on some issues up in Norfolk awhile back
in looking at what kinds of treatment can we use in terms of noise barriers,
sound barriers, and we did find that in these specific instances some cases
around Norfolk where we might be able to get some benefit through barrier
erection, not to prevent the noise but to prevent the impact from reaching
certain significant areas of the community which would not be satisfactory for
redevelopment.

These kinds of things we can look at but, quite frankly, they more
nearly qualify -- as Lewis Goodfriend was saying this morning -- in terms of
remedial treatment rather than preventive treatment. About the only real
preventive treatment I think we can look at is site selection for new airports
to pevent the impacts of G.A. or any other category of noise.

Some time ago there were a couple of different categories of noise of
airports, the two largest ones in the country that I would intend to discuss
with you in a second; Dulles in Washington, D.C. and Dallas-Fort Worth. The
sites of these airports were selected and they were generally way out in the
country. As a matter of fact, on the Dulles Airport we kept hearing in the
press a lot of discussion about the airport was so far away from town that
nobody was ever going to use the thing. Largely, that has been true. Up
until recent years it has been the intercontinental or west coast kind of
Rirport, only long haul with everything else being carried out of National

irport.

Congressmen like to fly out of National Airport. The Dallas-Fort
Worth Airport was originally constructed on I think a land mass of some 17,000
to 18,000 acres and at that time was considered to have a very large land mass
and would be able to delete noise problems for some time to come. Well, that
ain't necessarily so. Both of these airports are presently having noise
problems because, 1ike the photographs which were shown this morning, the
community has all of a sudden found the airport and is encroaching upon it.
We would hope that in selecting sites for new general aviation airports we
could prevent that kind of thing from happening.
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But when we do select a site for a new general aviation airport it
should be one which has a very minimal amount of residential development
around the thing, and we would hope that we could follow it with some
preventive land use and zoning protection for the airport,

Now, this is the third type of treatment that I think you might want
to look at. Land use and zoning basically are good until the next meeting of
the commission or the city council or the county commission, whichever it
might be. We have all had experience with this and we know how well we come
along and develop all these but the little plans we never get opened. We have
got to stop that kind of thing. We have got to be realistic in our approach
to land use planning and zoning and impress upon our city officials, county
commissions, whomever they may be, that -- Look, guys. Right now the airport
does not have a problem and we have got an airport sitting out here and there
is nothing around it for six miles in either direction. That is right now.
Two years from now, five years from now, whatever it may be, that airport may
very well be encroached to the point that the usefulness of the airport is
reduced considerably.

We talk about remedial noise abatement measures, any kind of
preventive measure to reduce noise impact on the community and that is what we
are really worried about. If the aircraft noise were not affecting the
community and the community's development, then we really could care less how
much noise the airplane makes. That is not the case. We have very
significant problems in the fact that the aircraft sound -- air carrier,
general aviation -- strictly across the board affects the ground which
underlies the approach and departure paths of the airport.

Once the thing hits 30,000 feet it is a flame thrower and, again, we
are not necessarily worried about it or if it gets to whatever altitude given
to the type of general aviation, again that is not significant. But we are
very, very concerned about that part which lies within the immediate vicinity
of the airport. That is where your complaints come from and, generally, that
is where all the hassle comes from.

So I think we have an education program on our hands. We are trying
to educate the pilots, telling them -- Look, guys, you really cannot fly the
ajrcraft this way. But on the other hand, we also have got to convince and
impress upon our duly elected officials that if you really go ahead with this
particular zoning change that you are talking about and change this commercial
district or this industrial district to single family housing, or whatever it
might be, that downstream -- and we need to start quantifying what kind of
downstream problems we are talking about -- your airport is going to be
restricted.

Any of these measures we talk about are basically restrictions to the
airport or to the operation of the aircraft at the airport. I think Bill will

agree with me that this is exactly what they are talking about in Torrance,
California, anywhere else.

Pete is going to talk about it in Westchester County. I was up there

several years ago doing a tour around there for some work we were doing in the
territory and I had the opportunity to go around the airport and observe some
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of the things going on around there. That particular scenario is
neighborhoods, clusters of small boroughs which get impacted and the aircraft
noise gets high. Westchester Airport is an airport, as I can recall, which is
very heavily used by the home offices of major corporations in the country. A
lot of business activity at that airport is essential to the business activity
being located in that vicinity.

Now, I believe also that there have been some major corporations move
from that area. They are settling around out here now, but they have got the
same problem. The airport is vital to the continued success of the community
but, by the same token, the airport has got to live in the community so we
have two sides of this question.

I do not want to beat a dead horse but I think it is essential that
we all realize that there are pros and cons to each of these issues. If I
cannot arrive in the middle of the night when I have been out on the road
somewhere and get back in, then that is a cost to me. It is a cost of a motel
somewhere else, perhaps; it is a cost of the wasted time which we all have
enough of anyway, I suppose. But these are costs which have to be articulated
and recognized as being problems.

We have found in our studies that air carrier airports are not alone
with their problems, with the fact that the county commission does not really
realize what is going on. We see any number of comprehensive plans -- and
here I am hollering at some of the planning consultants as well as people who
work in the planning departments. We see any number of comprehensive plans
which have not recognized to any degree the fact that there is an airport
noise problem associated with any airport. Now, we also have to recognize
that there are trade-off problems involved. We recognize that and get it out
of the way, but we daily see these particular problems.

Some reasonably major communities have not even recognized that there
is an airport there in terms of what sorts of development they are planning
around the particular airport.

I think we have got to start recognizing this kind of thing.
Certainly, there is an opportunity to cast a shadow on the value of the land
involved of a particular developer. Developers are very influential people
and, quite frankly, without them we would have a hard time doing anything in
our communities, certainly. But by the same token, the particular developer
holds a piece of land somewhere very, very near the airport and he perceives
the best use for his particular land is going to be multiple residence
dwellings. Perhaps that should be reviewed by local officials.

Is your airport manager or the airport commission keyed into the
decisions made in the planning field in terms of any kind of land use planning
made around the airport? Quite often they are not. They are the last guy to
hear. Perhaps they should be the first to hear. We find that in order for
some of these things to be recognized, we have got to expand our
communications. We keep hearing communication, everybody has to communicate
with everybody else but by the time we get through doing the thing the plan is
six years old. Hopefully, sometime along the line, we will be able to hasten
this process and get key people into the front end.
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I know the guys at Fulton County keep the Fulton County manager keyed
into anything going on around that airport. Whatever may be coming up, he is

one of the first guys they contact to say what do you think about it too.
That is absolutely the way I think it should be.

In recognizing again that there is a down side to some of these
questions, in the case surrounding Dulles we have been informed that in
Fairfax County, the Fairfax County pilots have submitted to the Virginia State
Legislature a legislative package to enable the county ~- Let's see if I can
get this correct -- to enable the county to zone areas in the immediate
vicinity of the airport for residential development, based on the premise that

“the residences developed in this area will have sound insulating
characteristics associated with the development of those structures.

. Why are they doing this? Why is Dallas-Fort Worth area developing
around the airport to the extent they are? My answer is basically that along
with many other areas, metropolitan areas in the country, Atlanta is certainly
not the least of these, there are developing pressures for new housing which

are extremely strong, such that we cannot sterilize the land to the degree we
would like to.

So, the value of the land is extremely high and in order to develop
this land I think the approach they are taking in Fairfax County, that of
having legislative approval for differentiated building codes to allow them to
stress sound insulating characteristics in various residential buildings, is

an approach which is going to get a lot more coverage in the future and any
other number of areas.

We were informed some time ago back that the State Attorney General
had looked at this just a little caustically because they cannot allow
differentiating building codes in the State of Virginia, Commonwealth if you
will. I understand you have that in Torrance and it is something that is
going to be looked at a lot more. I think we have got to look at it because
all of a sudden you come around to Dulles Airport or any other you care to

pick on and it will be stymied in its ability to serve the transportation
needs of the country.

Jdust to try to summarize and wrap up some of these things, I think
the American economy is built very largely on the free flow of goods and
services across very wide areas of the country, internationally if you will.
Transportation is and has been the life blood of the economy and air
transportation is not the least of these transportation means. General
aviation is playing a larger and more important part in this particular
picture as every year goes along. Right now general aviation is coming very
much to the forefront because those of us who travel quite often are having a
heck of a hassle trying to get onto air carriers. A couple of years ago we
could walk over to the airport 10 minutes before the flight and get on any
particular flight because there were always seats available. I am wasting an
awful lot of time now by getting to the airport 40 minutes early just so I do
not get bumped.
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So, general aviation is now becoming a 1ot of companies. Businesses
are realizing that in order to move their personnel in a timely manner, have
them there at the time they need to be there, that general aviation is
becoming about the only way they can really do that.

Just an example, mechanicals will happen in any aviation industry.
But I was an hour and a half late getting to Fort Lauderdale the other day
because I sat on the ramp over there while they supposedly had to bleed the
hydraulic system. I didn't hear any bleeding going on but there sure was a
lot of airplanes stacked up and I think there was a gate holding process.
Well, needless to say, I was just a tad late getting to the meeting.
Therefore, in resorting to Mr. Newton's law, those communities which construct
curfews and operational restrictions will find themselves in some difficulty
in providing no access to a transportation system to those pilots and aircraft
operators who violate common sense rules and do not operate the aircraft
according to the regulations and policies, and will also find themselves
welcome in fewer and fewer communities. Obviously, no one is really
interested in preventing the operation of aircraft because, again, I think it
is becoming extremely necessary. But those who are not interested, the top 10
percent or top whatever percent it might be, will find themselves in some
difficulty.

The prevention of noise in the community will require the full
cooperation of the manufacturers, the pilots, and the operators and the
planners of airport facilities to bring all of this thing together in terms of
continuing full access to the nation's transportation system.

Thank you for allowing me to be with you this morning.

DR. BRAGDON: The next speaker is Peter Eschweiler. Peter is a
Commissioner of Planning for Westchester County Airport in New York and will
be presenting the discussion on his airport in terms of a case study. Peter.

MR. PETER Q. ESCHWEILER: Thank you very much, Cliff. Good morning,
ladies and gentlemen. You know, the last speaker on the morning program
always anticipates that his time is going to be compressed and many of the
things that he wanted to say have already been said by the others, but to have
had the preceding speaker give the first five minutes of your opening talk,
that is --.

I am Commissioner of Planning in Westchester County, and we do
operate the county airport facility there. It is the only airport within
Westchester County. It is the fourth busiest airport in New York State or
possibly third, depending on the year. I think it was Chuck Elkins yesterday
who, when we closed, gave as a final note the reaction to the comment: After
planning, what next? We were not going to get anywhere with this unless we
were willing to put our money where our mouth is,

Well, my notes said: Bribery. This is really the message I want to
bring you this morning, except please call it intelligently applied capital
improvement programming. It seems that nothing we do in Westchester County
ever fits the norm. If there is a simply way of doing it, we have invented a
more complex way and, as a result, we have had our share of problems at the
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airport. We have had our share of problems with operations. We have had our
share of problems with noise. We have had our share of problems with
lawsuits. Some of these problems are due to the nature of traffic that we
handle at our airport, some to do with its location, some to do with the fact
that we are in a neighborhood with very well-to-do, very sophisticated people
who have sopnisticated ways of reacting to the irritation of their patterns of

living and means of defending what they believe to be their inherent property
rights. '

Some of our problems are due to the nature of powers of government in
New York State. Where we have succeeded, it has been a product of a program
of investigation, cooperation, and participation. Where we have had our
failures, as Joan told you yesterday, it has generally been the failure of
communication or rather, in some cases, a failure to communicate at all. We
have found that where we have given our airport neighbors an opportunity to
participate with us and treated them honestly and fairly, we have been
responded to in kind. I would like to tell you some more this morning about
our particular program and our approach.

(S1ide) Westchester County is located in the southeast corner of New
York City, just north of Manhattan and extending perhaps 30 miles beyond, down
here just north. We are one of New York State's smaller counties with an area
of about 450 square miles, but we have one of the largest populations. The
chart shows that the county has a population larger than 11 of the 50 United
States and, indeed, larger than a couple of them combined.

Westchester County's shape is that of an hour glass, with most of the
land area in the northern part but most of the people-sand in the hour glass
in the southern part. We have a population of 900,000, slightly less, and it

is a declining population. Housing pressure is there but they are not in the
open competitive market for the land.

For many years we have been thought of as a bedroom community for New
York City, but today over 360,000 people both live and work in Westchester
County. Those whom we export to work generally go to New York City by
commuter rail.

In terms of our topography, Westchester can be likened to a piece of
corduroy, a lot of generally parallel north-south trending valleys. It makes
traveling north and south into New York City relatively easy but plays havoc
with any attempt to move east and west in the county. And that means that the
cross-Westchester corridor, which is an interstate system going there
(indicating) just south of the county airport is a critical one in terms of
movements throughout Westchester County.

Our industrial base in most parts is in office and service,
government, retail and the like. We have a large manufacturing population.
We are home to a number of major industrial corporations of America but very
little of their manufacturing work takes place in Westchester County. Our
list of national headquarters is impressive; that is, AMF, Nestle's, Texaco,
IBM, Pepsico, and General Foods.
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In addition, in nearby Connecticut, are headquarters, such as those
of AVCO Corporation, Xerox and American Can. Many of these firms own one or
more corporate aircraft and base them in our county facility.

Westchester County is a source of water supply for New York City and
although the city's aqueducts now extend far beyond Westchester County, all of
them pass through Westchester County and many of the lakes of the county are
actually manmade, holding bases for the city's water supply. The lakes
themselves are an important asset in the open space of the county, and the
City of New York is one of the largest property owners and taxpayers in
Westchester County. The reservoir system is an important element of our
approach protection to the county airport and not only does it help there but
also adds to the charm of the county and adds about 16,000 acres of park-like
open space to the county's own park system, which involves another 14,000
acres. This means that over ten percent of the county is preserved in a
permanent, open category by just two governments.

Add to that the lands held in the schools, colleges, municipal park
systems and you have a relatively open countryside, one which our residents
are very eager to defend.

Joan mentioned to you yesterday the history of the county airport;
that in 1941 the county had decided to build an airport at the present site
and had indeed made a proposal to purchase the land. B8ut before we did so,
Pearl Harbor intervened and the Federal Government withdrew its promise of
support for the construction of the municipal airport. A few days later they
arrived pack on our doorstep with a proposal that if we bought the land they
would build a military base and at the end of the war would turn it back to
the county as an operation for their county airport and, in turn, we would
inherit all the buildings, runways, and appurtenances to us at no cost other
than our investment in the land.

By 1944, due to a change in the war, such that the military realized
they would never need to use this as a base for the New York metropolitan area
and so it was turned over to us even before it had been completed. It was
never used for military operations.

As a result, it did not have the hangars, control tower,
administration building, terminal, none of the other things that we had been
led to believe would be there when we took it over. So, the county, after
much soul searching decided not to go into the operation of the airport as a
county facility but rather to lease it out to private enterprise to run on a
concession basis for us. They went through a period of bidding as to who
would take over the airport. The successful bidder was a subsidiary of Gulf
0i1 Corporation and an 18-year lease was negotiated with them in which they
would operate the airport and in return would build many of the buildings --
the control tower, the hangars, the terminals, so on -- for us at no cost and
at the end of the lease the buildings would come back to Westchester County.

That lease was extended in the mid 1950's to run to 1977. But
towards the end of the lease it became clear that this particular method of
operation was not meeting the needs of the county. We needed an operation
that would be more responsive to the users, to our tenants, to the county
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itself, and particularly to the community. As a result, we have done away
with the concession form of government and have turned instead to a
professional manager.

Qur manager is the Metropolitan Air Facility Division of Pan American
Airways. Now, that manager works for the county. He is treated as a
subdivision of the Department of Public Works and works for a fixed fee on an
incentive bonus and his connection to the county is through the Commissioner
of Public Works, who. can work with him in setting of operational policies.

High on the priority list of these policies is an improved community
relations program, and one of the first things that was established was the
noise complaint phone that is manned 24 hours a day at the county airport.

As a result of the sub-concession agreement with Gulf, a number of
private corporations did become subtenants on the airport and built hangars of
their own, either to serve their own fleet or in some cases to provide
facilities for aircraft of other corporations. There are 23 fixed base
operators at the present time. Two of them serve the heavier corporate
aircraft and others serve the Tight plane market, including flight school and
light aircraft repairs.

The fourth FBO will be added in the near future in order to give
greater competition in service to the light aircraft general aviation fleet.

Our airport is purely and simply a general aviation airport with
great emphasis on the heavier corporate fleets owned by Westchester County and
nearby Connecticut corporations. Certificated airlines service has been
provided to a limited extent over the years by first American Airlines, then
by Mohawk and more recently by Allegheny. But with the advance of
deregulation, Allegheny, our last surviving certificated carrier, has
discontinued service as of September 5th of this year.

We are served by several commuter airlines which operate under Part
135 of the Federal Aviation Regulations, and which do a good business although

they lack appeal to many of the airline customers that the larger certificated
carrier provided.

Over 350 aircraft are based at Westchester County Airport. Over 100
of these are turbo-powered aircraft, either jet or turbo prop. For example,
we have 23 based G-2's and almost 80 percent of all the based aircraft are
operated for business purposes. There are three runways on the airport;
Runway 16/34, the longest; Runway 11/29 is the shortest, 4,500 feet; and the
third runway, 53, has been closed for several years -- it is 5,000 feet long
-- closed due to deteriorating surface conditions. It is currently used as a
taxiway and our master plan will recommend that it remain so.

Runway 16/34 has recently been repaved to a bearing strength of
120,000 pounds. Runway 11/29 will be improved in the coming year to 60,000
pounds. Radar is on the field, we have an instrument landing system for
Runway 16 coming in from the northwest and a second ILS has been proposed for

the opposite end of that runway, since the back course of that is not a usable
ILS.
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This proposal, however, is being blocked in the courts by the Town of
Rye, the area south of the airport, by a suit against the FAA on the adequacy
of the Environmental Impact Statement.

Now, contrary to the point Mr. Tyler was making yesterday, our second
ILS was not installed for the purpose of increasing traffic or based aircraft
on the field, but to get rid of a rather horrendous circling approach
procedure at 600-foot minimum which had a severe noise impact on this area
over here (indicating) when the wind conditions are such that you cannot land
from the southeast.

Another operational constraint is that the area over Long Island
Sound, down here, is owned by La Guardia from 2,000 feet up and so that
aircraft departing from the county airport have to stay below 2,000 feet and
make a sharp turn away from Long Island Sound and head back to the northwest
out of that portion of the county, staying at a relatively low altitude. 1
think they are 3,500 feet by the time they get to the Hudson River, because
they cannot climb in this direction any farther to any part of the southeast
and that results in a noise problem for us,

Curiously, though, the approaches to the county airport have been
relatively free of major conflicting developments. One of the major
objectives of our planning program therefore is to protect these approaches by
the encouragement of development only that will be compatible,

Total movements from the airport in 1978 were at about 190,000, down
10 percent from the year before, principally because we closed the runway for
repaving. We anticipate an increase to 350,000 by the next five or ten years.

Now, if open approaches to the airport are threatened by development
and ifapproach protection is the name of our game, why does not the county
simply change the zoning to 1imit the land use within the approach zones?
That is the New York State wrinkle. We cannot do it. County governments in
New York State are unlike counties in most other areas. We are divided into
cities and towns, with the latter being defined as unincorporated areas. But
unlike other parts of the country, New York State counties have no land use
control in the unincorporated areas, since towns in New York State are
self-governing, self-taxing, and have control over their local planning and
zoning.

We have 43 separate municipalities in the county, all of whom have
their local zoning ordinances, their local subdivision regulations,
development plans and in some cases have parochial planning objectives. We
have 43 separate school districts which may or may not combine to align with
the towns and communities which they serve and they, too, are self-taxing and
are separate from the government of those municipalities, so that you have 86
separate taxing jurisdictions who are very anxious to get a high level of
ratables in their community so they can balance their own budgets, because
they rely almost completely on the property tax.
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The county has no direct control over any form of land use in the
traditional sense, nor over the issuance of any building permits. My
department, my county planning board, can only give advisory opinions to
municipal governments and then only in certain cases. If we are to develop a
county land use plan therefore we need to use indirect controls, using the
municipality to act as our agent.

The key element of our strategy here is to use the county dollar for
capital improvements. Our capital budget each year is over $20 million for
such purposes as airports, public buildings, roads, bridges and parkways,
recreational facilities, transportation, sewer and water district purchases.
The budget is financed by a cash contribution from the county of about 20
percent, operating aids from the State and Federal Governments are about 60
percent and the remaining 20 percent is bonded long-term debt.

" Where we spend our capital funds therefore can have a great impact on
the course of local development. In as rugged a county as Westchester, the
ability to control where the water and sewer facilities go, for example, or
the transportation lines will go a long way toward determining what the urban
pattern of the county is going to be in the future. This concept we have
incorporated into our urban forum plan for Westchester County which deals not
specifically with the types of land uses across the countryside but rather
with the intensity of use and demand for environmental support, since these
are the things which we provide in the county capital budget, lanes of

highways, treatment plants for millions of gallons of capacity, water lines
and so on.

We are in the process right now of doing an airport master plan for
our county airport. The county offered the opportunity to the surrounding
municipalities to become co-sponsors with this program, as the FAA asked us
to, and not unexpectedly they turned us down. They said they did not want to
be linked in any way which would imply an endorsement of the operation of the
airport, but they were interested in what we are doing.

We had the opportunity to involve them more fully through airport
noise control and land use compatibility studies which we are undertaking
simultaneously, the ANCLUC.

The principal thrust of the ANCLUC is that it will be possible to
make both long-term and short-term operational facility changes on the airport
to reduce noise and also exercise greater land use control of the area around
the airport. Our objective is a plan of cooperation between us, as the
airport owner and operator, and the surrounding municipalities which will
minimize the opportunities for land use conflicts,

My department has a major role in coordinating the land use element
of the ANCLUC, acting as the liaison -- which means the county government and
the Public Works Department and their consultants, Howard, Needles, Tammen &
Bergendoff. In the course of the ANCLUC study we will investigate several
major areas. We have developed a short-term noise abatement plan which
includes those operational and facility changes which can be made within a
minimum cost and within the next three years.
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Now, the long-term noise abatement plan will combine those facility
changes and the land use and management plans for the land around the
airport. Here is the pre11m1nary identification of the primary and secondary
noise impact areas, the primary area represented by that contour line. This
is Ldn 65 above and around the county airport. The secondary impact zone is
Ldn 60 and above. Ordinarily, we would have expected that the major areas for
control would have been within the primary zone, but because the impact zones
have to be modified by areas of noise compltaint -- you can see the clusters of
areas where there has been a pattern of complaints which would have been
revealed by our telephone hot 1ine and by the meetings with other officials.

As a result of these, the plan identifies areas with potential
conflicting land use. All of these areas shown in the pattern here are of
conflicting Tand use and the areas of schools, institutions, so on are
represented by the cross-hatch area and the red dots.

On the technical side, the ANCLUC will be looking to the remedial
measures we were talking about. This one is interesting because it deals with
the proposal of a second runway parallel to the instrument runway, to be
limited solely to VFR and general aviation light traffic. In our computer
analysis of this program, this shows the reduction of noise impact areas that
would occur if that VFR runway were established and would permit us to
separate the high performance jet traffic from the lower landing speeds of the
Tight aviation traffic, and I think undoubtedly will go in and be added to the
airport.

Simultaneously with the start of the airport master plan study, our
department was doing another study of the Interstate 287 corridor. That links
the Tappanzee Bridge on the west side of the county that goes to Tarrytown,
the county seat, White Plains, in this area -- Tarrytown over here, White
Plains and then on to Interstate 684, which turns north at this point and goes
up to the vicinity of the airport. Further on it goes on and connects to the
New England Throughway, Interstate 95.

We were studying this area of the county in particular because of the
tremendous congestion that can occur along 287 during the afternoon rush hour,
and particularly because of these parallel service roads on each side of the
road and county highways. We had a capital investment in those roads and our
department investigated the degree to which development had occurred in the
cross-Westchester corridor and the degree to which potential additional
development would happen.

OQur study found that within this area, and I just pointed out that
the airport is located here, within the entire colored area there are today
some 27,000 employees coming to work each day. And that simply on the
developed plan in this area, principally that represented by the pink and the
blue, within that developed area there was some potential of an increase to
38,000 to 44,000 employees each day by the year 1980, simply in those areas
that are currently developed, expansion plans for present industries.

In addition, there are 240 acres within the study area where plans

are announced for construction, which are already underway, and which would
add another 7,200 additional workers to the highway system. In the vicinity of
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the airport our plan identified that there was another 3,200 acres of land
around the airport which was, although now zoned for single family residents,
was vacant and developable and, if the town plans were to be believed, was
programmed to go into some form of development within our study period.

Now I told you at the beginning, nothing is simple. Our county
airport is located in three communities in Westchester County, all of them
towns, each one given a color up there -- Rye, Harrison, and Northcastle, and
the blue area just to the east of the airport is the town of Greenwich in the
State of Connecticut. Looking north, the county airport lies up here. This
area is the town of Harris, this area is Rye, over here is the town of
Greenwich, and up at the north is the town of Northcastle. You can see the
proximity of the New York City reservoir lands here off the approach end of
Runway 16. This is a state university campus being buiit.

Headquarters of the Pepsico Corporation, a property I will refer to
from now on as the 300 acres, representing this area right off the approach
end of Runway 34, another 400 acres in this area, which is under litigation
right now as to the appropriateness of the zoning and a county road,
Andersonville Road, coming across the southern portion of the picture.

Interstate 684 passes along the west side of the airport, as does the
state highway, 120, and 128 comes down the state line over there.

We had reason to be concerned about this 300-acre tract because
several years ago there was a proposal to put a major planned unit development
on it called the Ryetown Country Club. This was to include one million square
feet of retail floor space, 11 million square feet of office floor space, and
eleven hundred dwelling units. The dwelling units were programmed to start at
somewhere around $90,000 in condominium form and go on up. The land use for
the area which abuts the southern border of the county airport right there,
north is in this direction, land use had the retail facilities here, the
of fice facilities in there, and the residential faciiities along the south and

along Andersonville Road across the bottom. It was a rather impressive
looking development.

The county airport here at the north at this time, retail, office,
residential, and to its credit a good amount of open space. And this date,
based on the composite noise ratio data at that time, the most severely

impacted area being here and so that is the area they put into their open
space.

We had objections to the proposal both from the county planning
standpoint, from the county planning principally because of the retail
development there being in competition with our established centers elsewhere
in the county, in a county with the climbing population. There was simply no
market support for that type of development.

But secondly, from the airport standpoint we deeply resisted any
major concentration of population in any form immediately off the approach end
of the major runway of the airport. The program ultimately fell of its own
weight because it depended to a great extent upon the contribution of the
highway improvement to the program to make it work. But it gave us the tip
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for the future, that if this area was to be developed in a pattern that we
would like to see happen, the control of access to it and the making availabie
public water and public facilities, public sewer facilities, both of which are
unavailable on the airport, could be a key factor in determining how that area
ultimately developed.

We have precedent for that. In the other part of the county, across
the county, the Union Carbide Corporation operates a major technical center in
Tarrytown. The county wished to induce Carbide to expand their operation at
the research center from 1,700 employees there now and expand it by the
addition of additional buildings which would be lucrative to the two towns in
which it was located and helpful from our own economic development standpoint.

The county and the towns agreed to join together in a $2 million road
improvement program at no cost to Carbide, the county putting up the lion's
share of this, contrary to our general procedures, about one $1.6 million
going to the improvement of the road and the State putting up a portion of the
program in the area of an interchange near the Sawmill River Parkway, where
they would make additional investment to make better traffic possible to that
area,

Looking back to the area around the airport, not only Rye, the 300
acres here in Rye would benefit from this program of improved access, but we
could see that Greenwich, which has questions of land use change along its
borders, would benefit from more direct access to the interstate, if indeed
they wanted to change their zoning. And the Town of Harrison, the 400 acres
in litigation right here would also benefit from it.

So, we approached the Town of Rye and entered into a second
memorandum of understanding with them, under the terms of our airport planning
agreement.

Now, that had to do with the economic development of these 300

acres. The town and the county jointly recognized the importance of improved
access to that area and pledged their cooperation to obtaining better access
for it to the Interstate 684. The procedure that we used was to go beyond the
standard ANCLUC requirements in the planning of the 300 acres south of the
airport and to work with the town in the development of alternative land use
studies for that area which would look at different development schemes and
access for it which might improve its access out to 684 in one form or another.

We went through a variety of approaches, looked at various
alternatives that might be possible under different road schemes to see when
parcels benefited from it both in Rye and possibly in Greenwich, if that town
should choose to follow and take advantage, and came up with a proposal which
generally met with the approval of the political leaders involved. That is
one which involves an improvement of the airport access road from the
interchange at the interstate onto the airport property and then continues up
from the interchange and back around onto the airport property, continuing
around past the Town of Greenwich as a four-lane divided facility.

It would be brought past the National Guard hangars and into the
vicinity of the Westchester County terminal, past the new rental car parking
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lot that is under construction, and would be continued to the southern border
of our airport to intercept with Lincoln Avenue, an east-west local road at
the north end of the 300-acre property.

In return for the construction of this road as a county capital
project, we would obtain land use concessions from the town that the property
would be developed only in accordance with a prudent schedule, something that
we could live with in terms of our airport planning and with a normal amount
of height limitations, so on. We have offered a similar agreement to the Town
of Harrison, which is an area southwest of the airport, being over in that
direction, where they have programmed previously a 400-acre industrial park in
‘the vicinity, just south of the southerly border of the airport.

This area they have shown as an industrial park with a new access out
of 684 and a new interchange to be constructed there. This study was based on
the possibility that that interchange might not be possible and the other
three are variations of that scheme, as shown on the town development plan,

with that interchange changing locations to fit the particular development
options.

Is there a payoff in this process? Almost immediately there began a
psychological payoff. The idea of connecting to this highway system, even
though the developers themselves would still have to build their own local
roads, nas caused no end of real estate interest and the imminent announcement
by the developer-owner of one of the properties that a major conference center
would be built in this area at a very low density on his property so that it
would be consistent not only with the airport noise situation but would freeze

the land with a type of development that was compatible to both of the towns
and municipalities.

The test for the county is in terms of its pay-back in additional
taxes over a period of years. Sometimes this pay-back is tested by a rigorous
accounting method, other times the political factor is introduced and the
accounting is allowed to slip a little bit or there may be an employment
factor or there is the leverage factor, the fact that the county's
contribution may make desirable development happen.

We have no final decision yet on the airport access road but the
county has kept faith. We have submitted for the next year's capital
improvement program a request for design funds for the establishment of the
design and construction of the airport access road in cooperation with the
town. We have yet to achieve cooperation agreements with the other
communities around the airport but we expect that these will be forthcoming.

So, whether it is capital improvements program or bribery or contract
zoning or any of a variety of other euphemisms you may put to it, the idea of
our program is to find out what the other guy really wants and then see if
there is not some way you can get it in a way to help him get it and then, as
a consideration for that, you can require that his development be in

accordance with your standards and you are going to be far, far ahead. Thank
you.
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DR. BRAGDON: I would also like to introduce each of the panelists as
they come up and I will start here with Ken Delino. Ken Delino on my left
here is Manager of Airport Noise Programs for Systems Control, Incorporated, a
firm located in Anaheim, California. I believe Bob Clark is next to Ken, and
Bob is Director of the Department of Planning and Research for the City of
Kinston, North Carolina. Bob has done a very interesting and innovative plan
and has been working in the trenches, so to speak, and planning quite a while.

The next individual of course is Bill, who gave his presentation this
morning. Next is Bob Miller, Senior Consultant with Bolt, Beranek and Newman,
Incorporated in Boston.

Next we have Jesse Borthwick, Executive Director of the National
Association of Noise Control Officials, located in Shalimar, Florida.

MR. KENNETH J. DELINO: I said I was going to start out with a
question. Let me make a comment first. Most of the speakers have been
talking about long, drawn out processes anywhere from 4 to 15 years, if I
remember my figures right. I would like to ask some of the speakers and maybe
some of the other panelists to share some of their heartaches with us and tell
us what they would do over again or how they would do it over again to make it
proceed alot quicker. I gquess I would like to ask Bill Critchfield that first
since he has been at it quite a while.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Well, I don't think I could make it any faster.
There were a lot of things that I would do if I had my druthers. I would get
to the community sooner with more information and I think there's always a
tendency when you go into a plan to have pride of authorship and you try to
defend that. 1[I think probably what I would do is to use more of my staff and
I would use a more perceptive approach and when a protest or a disagreement
came up, we would try to spend more time with the group or the individuals who
expressed their concern.

I think this would be more effective. It may speed up the process
too. I would not advocate that as a method of clarifying the process and
subsequently it may speed it up, but I would not see any way of compressing
this process into say a six or even an eight-month period. Master planning a
land use plan and noise abatement program is a critical process and I don't
see how you could do it in less than, let's say a very minimum of three years.

MR. ROBERT CLARK: First of all, I would like to say I think that Mr.
Eschweiler's presentation summed up what I perceive as being the type of
approach that works well if you have the type of, if I can use the term
sophistication of local government to be able to get the job done. It has
worked well in some communities I am familiar with but, first of all, I would
like to comment that most of the situations I have been involved in in eastern
North Carolina deal with small G.A. facilities. We are .dealing with a
situation where we have a full-time airport manager who is 90 percent
ex-Marine pilot and who has perhaps 10 percent of his day devoted to
administrative-type tasks.

He spends the rest of his time trying to keep the facility maintained
and keep the fixed base operators happy.
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_ The type of local governments that we deal with are quite frankly not
very sophisticated and this has been one of the most difficult aspects of the
programs I have been invoived in, is that it is very easy to subjugate the
whole process by only a few protests, not a lot of protests, but just a few
that have given me some objections. My perspectives may be of some help to
the smaller based facilities more than the larger ones.

I think the presentation he just gave is very good and, as I say, is
very typical of what has been done nationwide when you could do it. 1 do not
have any questions at this time.

MR. ROBERT MILLER: I guess I would like to start off by commenting
on your initial question, and that is I think that the planning process, as it
basically was done 10 years ago, was kind of a closet operation and speed
there was something which was achieved but at the expense of leaving out very
important parties. I think the days of that kind of planning, as we have
heard from almost every speaker here, are over with.

It is an educating process and that is a slow process and there is
going to have to be considerable effort. It has become a much more full-time
job, if you will, to get a master plan planned and adopted.

With regard to some other comments which have been made earlier today
and even some yesterday as well, there has been a lTot of discussion about the
value of Ldn's as a descriptor around small airports and its applicability to
situations where there are a few number of loud jet operations. I guess I
would like to comment that I do not really believe that it is as inappropriate
as it has been characterized here. Primarily, 1 guess I draw attention to the
charts that Bill presented. We saw there that about three to five noisy jet
operations per day are equivalent in level to something on the order of
300,000 operations per year by a quiet aircraft. Well, that is an indication
of the extent to which Ldn will deal with noisy operations and will highlight
those as being an important factor in the noise environment,

Also we heard a lot of comments about the distraction from
touch-and-go operations and they are sort of incessant occurrences and that
kind of gives another indication of how there has to be some measure which
includes the combination of both high levels and frequent occurrences., So I
think I would like not to have a metric instead of Ldn downgraded for the
purposes of doing many of these evaluations. I think it is still a very valid
way of looking at airport noise.

MR. JESSE BORTHWICK: I have just a couple of points, I guess.
Perhaps the most important -- I am always happy to see people gather like we
have gathered here to exchange information and exchange experiences because I
think that is the true learning method. That is what NANCO is really all
about, communication. Communication and noise control officials, back in the
early '70s, quickly found out that working independently and running very
rapidly in the dark does not work too well and it is much better if you can
learn from each other's experiences.
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So we as an organization are going to try to get case histories out
as were presented this morning by Bill and Peter. I think we can all learn
from their experiences and they have been bottled up too long. We have not
been familiar with what our colleagues are doing and it has stymied the growth
of comprehensive programs. So I think this is a good experience and I think
we need more of sharing of experiences in whatever fashion we can use.

The other point that I had, I was unable to be here yesterday,
unfortunately, but something I see missing from the agenda is the presentation
to you as planners or to those of you who are working in the field, I see
missing the presentation of simple planning tools that you can take back to
your office when you leave the conference. I think that is something that is
extremely important. We need to go back and actually sit down at our desks
and start working on a problem and have some information that will support our
work.

I do not know how many of you are familiar with the handbook that FAA
has put out. I'm not that familiar with it. I have used it but I have not
actually applied it. The title of it is Handbook for Developing Noise
Exposure Contours for General Aviation Airports and it is fairly simple to
apply. The fine tuning of it is perhaps not as simple, but it is a fairly
simple approach that can be used by what I would consider a non-acoustician
and is very important from a planning standpoint. I know there are much more
complicated models available and they have their application. But in terms of
planning, I think the general models often suffice and we usually do not plan
because the models we are told to use are too complicated; we don't understand
them. That is one point.

And my last point, I noticed in Peter's conversation that he was
talking about the interstates around the airport and their concern in the
planning process with their carrying capacity and their access to those
facilities. The pet point I have here is I often go to ANCLUC meetings and
other meetings that have to do with airport noise and compatible land use
planning and often-times there is an interstate next to the airport that is
probably generating just as much noise in fact as the airport and nothing is
either done or mentioned about the impact from the highway. So I would
encourage you in your planning process to consider all of the major noise
forces, both surface and air transportation.

Again, there are very simple models or tools available for the
application I am talking about, tabletop models that you can apply one
afternoon and come up with a reasonable estimate of what your problem is. And
that is really all I have.

MR. ESCHWEILER: The first panel member asked what would we do
differently or what we learned on the program. In our case, I think we would
push to see that the lead agency, as far as administering the master plan, was
not an engineering department. The attitude of our engineers, and I worked
very closely with them, but, as John mentioned yesterday, the public is the
enemy and there is always that feeling that you are giving up too much if you
even begin to cooperate with them.
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Secondly, we found very quickly that if you are calling it a noise
study you had better have microphones and tape recorders out there because the
public is going to be looking for them. They want to make sure that you tell
them you can do just as well with one or two readings on a computer model may
be true in an engineering sense but it certainly is not true in the case of
public acceptance.

Thirdly, if I had my choice of the two agencies for public
participation support, I would turn to EPA rather than the FAA. EPA
administered a program for us on water quality planning and it required a
public participation element in there which makes the FAA program simply 1look
sick.

DR. BRAGDON: Any other comments? If not, are there any comments
from people from the floor?

MR. GALLOWAY: I would like to make two separate comments. One of
the statements was made first, earlier this morning, and was a question of
well at NBAA they were shown colors and things like that. There is a lot of
hope engendered that small aircraft noise levels will come down. They
probably will come down somewhat but the fact that is continually overlooked
by as lot of people in flying is that there are roughly 200,000 aircraft in
our current inventory. Attrition is very, very small. The attrition of prop
aircraft is not over four or five percent a year. But it takes a long, long
time to lower the prop aircraft noise level by 10 dB a year or before the
aggregate of this fleet can come down. You can go through the thing yourself
and you are going to see the levels you have got now and those levels are
going to be representative of the fleet at large for a very long time.

Now, that is for prop aircraft. Take the picture for jets and it is

totally different because of the vast addition, great addition of this quiet
aircraft.

The second point, apropos, of the comment which considered highways
along with airport noise. The new HUD regulations require that you look at
all the sources present, not at airport or highway or something else. Levels
of acceptability are determined by the contribution from every source in the
community. I think that is the way it ought to be.

MR. JOHN R. JANSEN: Dick Jansen -- I am with the Southern Regional
Office of the Department of Housing and Urban Development. I think
inadvertently someone slipped yesterday and said that the HUD noise standard
is 65 Ldn. According to the new Part 51 noise regulations with HUD, at the
regional administrator’'s discretion HUD will issue a mortage insurance for
noise levels as high as 75 dB, and this is important especially in terms of
what Mr, Eschweiler said, that not only is one of the criteria determining
whether a 75 dB area will be allowed to be developed under FHA mortgage
insurance and whether or not sewer and water lines are in place in the area
within a two-mile radius. So if the local planning agencies are able to, by
their own land use planning and desire, keep an area free, one of the ways
that they could keep HUD out is to keep water and sewer out.
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So the point I want to make is 75 is allowable at the discretion of
the regional administrator.

DR. BRAGDON: Just a little added point to that whole issue of
capital improvements. We talked yesterday about what can planning do and the
issue of capital improvement is probably one of its strongest legal tools. If
any of the panelists have any comments to make, please do and then we will go
on to the next speaker.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: I would like to make a comment about Bill
Galloway's comment about the longevity of the present fleet of general
aviation. This is one of the things we have been looking at. Also we have
been looking at bent tip propellers that come in under aircraft conversion,
and we have looked at muffler stacks that will fit on the aircraft.

Here we get tangled up with the FAA in the aircraft engineering
branch. We think there might be a Tot of AFCA market products that could be
applied to that old aviation fleet that would improve the noise
characteristics. If there is anybody out there who has got any ideas on how
to deal with the aircraft engineering branch of the FAA or if they have got
any ideas on AFCA market products, I wish they would let me know because we
are working on them right now.

MR. DELINO: One of the techniques we have been successful with is
allowing each community to determine its own criteria and level through
analysis, first of all noise complaints, public opinion surveys, through a
workshop and, of course, education on what exactly is noise and what noise
supposedly affects people across the world. What I would like to ask,
especially from someone like Bill Galloway, what is in the future in this sort
of approach? And to ask some of the panelists who have had to deal with the
public, how is it working wth national standards, worldwide standards actually
because the criterion levels do come from worldwide surveys. How do other
people feel about allowing the individual community to determine what is an
invasive or impinging noise level?

MR. GALLOWAY: Hopefully, in the very near future there will be
issued an American national standard on land use and compatibility with
noise. I think we are on the seventh revision.

DR. BRAGDON: Seventh revision.

MR. GALLOWAY: In this the recommendation is indeed, it is the local
community's responsibility to decide where it wants to be. There is an
appendix to this that suggests ranges of definitely compatible, marginally
compatible, clearly incompatible, applications according to noise levels
compared to noise levels of different land uses. But it is urged upon the
communities to adopt for its own purposes within its particular set of
strength where it wants to lie in that range. Hopefully, this one will get
passed.

~MR. JACKSON: Could I comment on that one second. We were recently
involved in some work up in Norfolk which dealt with that particular question,
in that someone in the community said that, first of all, they have got a
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noise problem. We can recognize that, straight out. They said, well, can we
do something that is not quite as bad and tried to address the question of
abridgement of standards, if you will. The one observation that we have on
that at this point is that over the time our study has been going on and it is
now in the very final stages of completion, there has been in that community,
and I think I have observed fairly widely across the country that the same
thing has occurred, as people are becoming more and more aware through the
various programs which are promulgated basically by EPA in terms of
information on noise in all categories, not just aircraft -- motorcycles,
cars, take your pick, anything -- the more people have become aware that they
can complain about these things and that these things are damaging to their
health in some form or other, the more they are starting to complain about it.

So my suggestion here is that had we taken surveys 18 months ago, two
years ago to determine what the standards in that community may have been, my
suspicion ri?ht now is that those standards would no longer be applicable to
that particular community because of the changes that are now taking place.

DR. BRAGDON: So, you are talking about sensitivity as a key changing
factor?

MR. JACKSON: Right.

MR. THURMON THOMES: My name is Thurmon Thomes, Regional Civil
Engineering in Dallas, Texas. I will address my question to Mr. Bill
Critchfield from Torrance. Was the hospital that you mentioned in your
presentation already in existence before you started your noise tests?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: No, it was not. The noise program, as such, was
after the hospital but we were aware some 8 or 12 years ago of the noise
problems that general aviation was developing. One of the things we did, and
thank goodness the city council and city staff backed us on that, was we made
it one of the conditions of the land use change for that parcel that the
hospital would be acoustically treated to certain standards and there was a
show down over that because a hospital is very sensitive to the community, and
you are talking about motherhood and apple pie and God and country when you

are talking about a hospital.
But we got the full backing and the hospital finally decided all

right, that they would do it because they wanted that site. They did it and
are happy with the results.

MR. THOMES: Approximately how far is the hospital from the runway?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: About 2,200 feet perpendicular from the runway site.

MR. THOMES: Does this hospital by any chance have any funding
capability from HEW, or is it strictly a city-county thing?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: As I recall, there was some funding from HEW; yes.

MR. THOMES: Now for the purpose of my question, in the Department of
Defense, just like you in general aviation airports do your studies, we do
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make certain noise studies which are sent to HEW for their verification of
schools, hospitals, nursing homes, et cetera, that might be close to our
airports. I just wanted to find out, did you get something out of sound
attenuation beforehand or you first approved the hospital facility's aspects
of how much sound attenuation they needed with HEW?

MR. CRITCHFIELD: HEW, to my knowledge, was not brought into it at
any point in time. They may have been aware of it. We did all of the
negotiations, poker playing, if you will, on our own -- based on our findings
and based on the consultant's findings that worked for us. And we said,
basically, if you do not want to come play with the standards then we will do
everytning in our power to prevent you from building this hospital at that
location. We never got to the point where we had to discuss it with HEW
because they complied.

DR. BRAGDON: Okay, dJohn,

MR. TYLER: I would like to comment along the same lines of several
comments that have just been made since the question period started. The air
carrier field, the industry, is able to predict with a relatively high degree
of accuracy what the noise levels of future aircraft will be from one
generation to another. And looking down the road we can see some noise
reductions in the generation of aircraft to be built in 1990, beyond the
generation going into production in the 1980's. This type reduction is
relatively small. We are getting down to the point where we technically
cannot predict significant noise reductions beyond that point.

The aircraft to go into production in the 1990's will undoubtedly be
in production for at least ten years because it takes at least five years or
more to pay for the tooling. You have to have that span of product to make it
financially profitable. Those aircraft will then be in service for at least
ten years beyond the point where the production stops, which means that they
will be in service through 2010, probably to 2015.

The general aviation aircraft turnover has historically been slower
than the air carrier change in their use of technology and continuation of
service. So we could probably make some fairly reliable predictions as to
what noise impact will be around general aviation aircraft well into the next
century, perhaps to the years 2020 and further.

Looking at the question which is part of this morning's discussion,
which is preventive measures, we now have a relatively large number of general
aviation airports which are scheduled to have increased number of operations.
If you Took at the general area forecasts, you can pull out individual
airports which are expected to increase their capacity by two times, three
times, four times, six, eight, even ten times capacity between now and the
year 2000. Many of these airports at the present time have no noise problems.

If you draw a contour at 65 Ldn it will not extend significantly
beyond the airport and in many cases the land that will be covered could be
used for different types of purposes.

However, if you look at the 65 Ldn contour, let's say projecting it

to the year 2000 so we have a number to work with and then just judiciously
project beyond that point, we can envision some rather severe problems. Now,
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when we have environmental impact statements that are made with regard to
proposed airport changes, we think in great detail about land use around the
airport. What would be highly desirable, I think and I would like to have a
comment from the panel on this point, is if the airports project their
expansion plans to the period beyond the year 2000, draw contours which they
believe will be the ultimate contours for that airport as far as they can see
in the future, and this means that the 65 Ldn would then expand to include a
lot of area beyond their present boundaries, an area which at the present time
could be properly zoned or perhaps air easements could be obtained to insure
that they are not used for purposes which would be incompatible with that

- future projected aircraft operation.

And then I would like to have comments on the point that when such
contours are drawn and the communities around the airport have some reasonable
assurance that they could use areas which are not included in that 65 Ldn
contour for residential purposes, that airport would guarantee and be willing
to have written into their title, property, whatever, that they will not at
any time support operations which will produce above 65 Ldn noise level
outside of the contours which they have drawn.

Now, this is looking at the problem of the community with regard to
its support of the airport, and I think in many cases if we had a guarantee
from the airport that they would say this is the extent of our impact and we
can go thus far and no farther, then I think you would find community support
for that kind of an airport approach and I would suggest that in such a
program the airport could be a little conservative from the standpoint of
being willing to draw those contours large enough so as to insure that they
will include all areas which they would expect everyone to use for purposes,
for activities that would produce noise above the 65 Ldn contour.

Now, how would the panel members react to the airport having written
into the title of the property the fact that it will never produce noise which
is beyond this specified 65 Ldn contour? I think perhaps Mr. Eschweiller
would like to respond to that.

MR. ESCHWEILLER: What would be the penalty if I signed the agreement
and then did not live up to it?

MR. TYLER: Pardon?

MR. ESCHWEILLER: What would be the penalty if I did not live up to
it? My experience with the people who would be doing that sort of thing would
be that they would say: VYes, we will sign it but, of course, we cannot commit
a future legislature or future elected body, just as I cannot get a budget
commitment more than to the determination of my current year. I think it is
obviously something that delights a planner's heart, but that it -- I am not
sure that you could guarantee a commitment over that kind of time because you
are talking about committing land uses to 35 years into the future. You are

beginning to talk in terms of renovating land uses at the end of that time
span, usually, and renewal.

DR. BRAGDON: How about Bob Clark basing his experiences at Kinston?

You did an airport plan and then you have been living with trying to fight off
some of these problems.
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MR. CLARK: Our biggest problem was, one, we were using a CNR
projection at that time. But regardless of methodology; one, the public nor
do I believe the city council or airport commissioners believed we would ever
produce that kind of noise, no matter what methodology or how far out. And we
were dealing with an area primarily undeveloped, about 95 percent rural land;
mostly utilities not available; poor soil conditions, as far as septic tanks,
if you get anything at all, but rapidly becoming important because utilities
are going to be put in there.

The difficulty that I see is that, first of all, and I agree with the
comment made here about not being able to guarantee that I think from the
airport operator's standpoint, whatever that condition will be 20 years from
now in terms of airport noise. I would say that the three tools I have seen
that I think will work under the most adverse conditions are capital
improvements, programming, and directing development through that method;
through purchase of easements, avigation easements in the area in which you
are going to operate and potentially operate in the future; and to look into
fair disclosure, disclosure of type of problem we can see coming up presently
as well as in the future through not only improvement permits, building
permits and deeds.

I really do not have great experience in the City of Kinston and
Solos Field (phonic spelling) from the standpoint of having all my
recommendations accepted. None of them were accepted. None of them have been
implemented, and we have had three years now since that sort of fell apart.
But it is interesting to see that some of the same things we recommended in
the study of what to do about land use control and so forth are sort of
coming, starting to come about now naturally.

I do not think it is related to your question originally, but I would
like to emphasize one thing and that is land use controls, particularly zoning
possibly for subdivision regulations. In the area where I deal with and have
dealt with, a number of communities are very conservative, rural property
rights advocates, they just do not work and they are not a long-term
solution, If you can afford to buy it, put an easement in and run in the
utilities. Where I have dealt, that has been the most successful.

MR. TYLER: Are you saying that avigation easements do not hold
forever, that they can be revoked?

MR. CLARK: No. What I am saying is that avigation easements can
work the same thing in terms of a disclosure. But normally those things do
not specify your noise level and I think you will have a hard time doing
that. You can make a decent projection as to a most likely severe occurrence
and you can work for that, but the question comes back to saying what is the
penalty to the airport operator that will help enforce that. It is too easy
to, I think, have to fall back on people down the road who may or may not be
following a proper procedure.

MR. TYLER: I understand avigation easements are obtained with the

permission to produce noise up to a given level. Do you believe that that is
not legal?

MR. CLARK: No, I did not say that. 1 said the problem that I have

:ﬁeg is that the airport operator, in his difficulty to invoke a penalty for
at.
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MR. CRITCHFIELD: I have to agree with Peter in a little different
context. The situation with most airport proprietors, their board of
directors are political persons. Most astute political persons on the average
will not commit themselves beyond the foreseeable term of their office. So,
while the idea of having a commitment, if you will, that you will not from
this day forward make any more noise in a given area is nice. I really don't
think it falls under the heading of practical solutions.

MS. CALDWELL: I would like to put on another hat for this question,
and that is as an elected member of the Town of Greenwich legislative body.
With Mr. Eschweiller and I both here, you have an opportunity to get two sides
or two viewpoints on the same question. In reference to the noise level that
was set for the master plan for the Westchester Airport, our association had
tests made in the Town of Greenwich, next to the airport. We had three
different installations for a noise monitor. Our ambient noise level is 55
Ldn. Subsequently we went to one of the early planning stages with the master
plan and gave them this input. Anything obviously over 55 Ldn is going to
stick out like a sore thumb. We really wanted that as a bottom level. What
we have wound up with is 60 Ldn. Whether they ever heard us, I don't know. I
certainly doubt it, but this is one of the problems you run into in dealing
with neighborhood groups. If they give you information and it does not appear
to be understood or taken into consideration, then the whole process is
somewhat undermined.

I believe that in certainly three or two of the other communities
surrounding the airport, two that are now in Westchester County, would have
the same ambient noise levels, certainly, in relation to where they are to the
airport and what they have for development within their municipal boundaries.
That is one comment. '

The second -- Pete, I have a question based on this. We have a
pollution problem. It is a noise and air pollution problem and we have tried
to participate with you to solve that problem. I am delighted to see my
master plan for the airport, to see the county do some long-range plianning for
the land use around the airport. We would like to do some in Greenwich but it
makes absolutely no sense to us to solve one pollution problem by creating
still another, and what Westchester County is proposing is going to create for
the Town of Greenwich a bigger pollution problem very shortly now.

Let me give you some measurements. We have 200 acres right now zoned
for residential use that are immediately adjacent to the airport. It is not
in my opinion suitable for residential use. It is large-lot zoning, as is
most of the other land in Greenwich in that area. When I say large lot, it is
;?ur acges a building site. They will probably run a minimum of $125,000 to

50, 000.

Now this land is currently owned by corporations who bought it
unconditionally to try to break the zoning, to put up corporate headquarters.
The town and the residents in the area oppose it, not because of its
incompatibility with the airport but because of its incompatibility with the
residential neighborhood on the other side and because of the vehicle traffic
which the local road network cannot handle.
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We have now two-lane winding roads. Three weeks ago a pilot coming
to Westchester Airport got off on one of our exits from the Merritt Parkway,
cut across country using the country roads, hit a kid on a bicycle and ran
over a fence. This is the kind of a problem we are facing regularly now.

Westchester County is presuming to rezone approximately 300 acres now
and there are 3,200 acres in there for corporate development. Our estimate is
that somewhere in the neighborhood of 35 percent of that traffic is very
likely to come out of southern Connecticut, the southwestern area. We want to
know what guarantees the county can offer us that the local roads in Greenwich
will not be used, because we cannot afford to enlarge them and we cannot
afford to lose the children.

Peter, sorry to put you on the spot but this is a land use problem.

MR. ESCHWEILER: You are quite right, Joan, with respect to the zone
of 300 acres south of the airport. It is a single family residence zone but
again Rye, never doing things quite by the book, also has SBO, special
business office zoning so no zoning of that land is necessary. All the
development proposed for it that we are talking about here would be in
accordance with the existing zoning that has been on that property for 15 or
20 years, so there is no action on the county's part to do any rezoning, nor
could we because we don't have that power. We are concerned about the flow of
traffic, as I indicated in my closing remarks. We have not yet tested this
program against an air pollution mode or aganst traffic engineering mode. I
do not know if the interchange we are dealing with can handle that question.
The point is, we are responsible to the legitimate land use development
proposals of one of our communities seeking an alternative to development that
will not route this traffic under King Street, Route 120A, which forms the
Greenwich west town line.

I think the audience should know about the American Can situation
which is a triangular piece of Greenwich property north of the airport,
landlocked in Connecticut and one of the headquarters buildings I showed you
is located on that parcel. Access to it and from it is over Westchester
County highways and there is no (ratable) in Westchester so it is not always
Westchester County deflecting traffic or being the boogie man.

MS. CALDWELL: We did try to stop that but we did not succeed, Peter.

MR. GOODFRIEND: I have two comments. One, Joan reminded me that
when we saw the contours for Torrance and then saw the contours for
Westchester, it demonstrates the difference in size of contours; same similar
aircraft, even a larger number of runways at Westchester but the contours
seemed to go out much farther over a much larger area. This is the kind of
problem that is very difficult to come to grips with and only using overlays
and information of that kind are you going to really see what is happening in
Greenwich or Rye or other parts of Westchester.

The other thing I want to talk about is that John Tyler's scheme
cannot work where you have this intergovernmental situation. One airport in a
town owned by another or three towns or owned by a county government in a
municipality I don't believe it can work, John.
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MR. RICHARD PROCUNIER: I would like to make a comment on that -
dialogue that went on. My name is Richard Procunier, EPA, San Francisco., My
comment on the land use is a local decision and that is very difficult from a
national policy level to send out a directive, whatever that is, and see that
that is actually enforced or that it has any likelihood of happening.

The other thing is, Shirley mentioned yesterday the people that I am
representing here are the ones that really hold the power, and that is the
elected officials, and they are very much an important part of the whole
process. And the other comment was that Bill's leadership from the position
of being the proprietor of the airport, that he is really there to protect
that Federal investment and facility I think is very important; that all the
planning decisions and all the other decisions are very necessary and that
support is very necessary, but the leadersihip still has to be at the
proprietor level and I guess that is what the courts are determining because
that is ‘where thay leave the legal liability.

OR. BRAGDON: I would like to impose upon Shirley for one or two
minutes to outline her scheme, that looks like it might be adopted, in terms
of the accountability question which was raised yesterday.

MS. GRINDLE: It is not a matter of maybe it will be adopted. It is
adopted. Those of you who were here yesterday heard me complain that the real
decisions, that all the planning in the world is not going to make a bit of
difference when you have got politicians who make political decisions. And
then I went on to say that politicians are very short-term oriented. Their
future 1s limited to their next election in planning and therefore you have to

look beyond that politician's one term. They are more concerned aboiut getting
elected.

In Orange County we had the distinction of having the reputation of
being second only to Cook County in our raunchy politics. We have had 45
political officials indicted and convicted in Orange County in the last four
years. I am proud to say that I am responsible for about six of them.

Those of you who were here yesterday heard me say that I had served
four years on the planning commission. By being on the planning commission I
happened to get on the inside and found out what was really going on and how
our decisions were made. And I went to the grand jury and squealed and we had
two supervisors who had been indicted; one tried and convicted on bribery and
has been removed from office and I hope the next one will be out within six
months.

Anyway, what I got out of it, I realized, as did a lot of the public,
that it didn't really matter how much planning you did. In fact, the saying
goes in Orange County that planning is 1ike arranging the deck chairs on the
Titanic -- What's the point? So, the point being, that if you didn't go to
the heart of the problem you are wasting your time. The heart of the problem
was campaign contributfions, the influence of campaign contributions on the
elected officials and the decisions they made.

There is no way the public in Orange County could compete with the
big developers and tneir lobbyists who were good for 85 percent of the
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campaign contributions that the supervisors were getting elected by, and we
are talking about campaigns that were running in the order of $300,000 to
$400,000 for a $35,000 a year job. So, we went to the heart of the problem.
I resigned from the planning commission and I headed up Orange County's first
county-wide commission. It was called Tin Cup.

The initials for: Time is now, clean up politics. We had 1,500
citizens who collected over 100,000 signatures and it is now a law in Orange
County -- what we have done is put an ordinance to the books that does two
things. We went to the heart of the problem. We said that if an elected
supervisor accepts more than $1,000 campaign contribution within a 48-month
period, four years, from an applicant or his representative, then he is
disqualified from voting on that applicant's project. Boy, has that stopped
the little games that were going on. .

Second thing we did, we said that lobbyists -- we are going to call
you something else now. We are going to call you what you really are when you
buy votes. You are an influence broker so we said it is okay for you to
lobby; lobbying is a very honorable profession if you are not trying to buy
votes. But we said if you are lobbying and you simultaneously contribute to a
supervisor's campaign in excess of $250 within a twelve-month period you are
now one of those dirty SOB's called an influence broker, and now we are going
to limit you to $500 total within a 12-month period to any or all five
supervisors.

We have essentially put the lobbyists out of business in Orange
County. They have been a big influence in Orange County. About half a dozen
of them who were literally giving anywhere from $30,000 to $50,000 in loans to
supervisors for their campaigns. That buys a lot of votes.

Anyway, the ordinance has passed. We qualified the matter for the
ballot and the board of supervisors then had the option of either adopting it
or putting it on the ballot. They didn't want me rubbing their nose in it for
another six months so, at my urging and their better discretion, they went
ahead and adopted it. It is now a law. It has been in effect for seven
months.

We are tracking it. We don't trust the foxes to quard the chicken
coop so we are tracking the ordinance and monitoring all campaign
contributions. We had everything put on a computer system and now if anybody
wants to know how much money is being given who, what company's on which board
of directors, blah, blah, blah, we can tell you. Essentially what it has done
is clean up their act and the net result is we hope to get better decisions
out of elected officials because we hope we have removed the influence of
large campaign contributions.

We want them in a position where they are as responsive to the
public's interests as they are to the major campaign contributors'. Time will
tell. I cannot guarantee that we are going to get that. If we do not, then
the next election we are going to run will be for a single term only. In
fact, I advocate that for all officials. They should be in office for one
term, All the terms would have to be lengthened from what they are now, but I
don't think we need to put up with reruns and that is what a lot of
politicians are, who make a lifelong career out of being in public office.
Any questions?
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. MS. CALDWELL: I would like to add something. The Government has
given us help. The Federal election laws say that whether you are voting for

;?eoggesident of the United States or a mayor of the town, they are limited to

MS. GRINDLE: I could not hear your question.

MS. CALDWELL: The Federal disclosure law now requires that you give

no more than $1,000, regardless of whether you have just come through a
campaign --

MS. GRINDLE: It is $5,000, is it not?
MS. CALDWELL: No, $1,000.
" DR. BRAGDON: Ken, do you have a comment?

MR. DELINO: I would like to comment on being a technician working in
Shirley's environment, because I was a city planner while Shirley was a
planning commissioner. One of the things we learned from that experience was
to try to get some commitment during any study from the executive branch of
the Government and one of the techniques I think Jesse down the table was
asking for was how do we actually, what techniques do we actually use.

One of the ones we have been successful in, in some of our projects
anyway, is writing into the work scope a decision point for an executive
comnittee comprised of elected officials. Now usually they are the ones who
sign the contract and it has worked in some cases and it has not worked in
other cases. But if we can put into the work scope a decision point, either a
recommendation process or a decision among the alternative for the elected
officials, we have found that we have kind of bypassed some of the inertia
that results in this political process.

And that is a direct result, I think, from -- well, our whole firm
has worked under the system that Shirley has been describing to you and it is
one of the ways that I think can be used to help bypass that.

MR. LEWIS: Joe Lewis, Town of Hempstead. One thing I was very happy
to see is that there was much more awareness on the part of everybody that the
public has to be brought in at the beginning of programs that will wind up
affecting the public. If we can bring one unnamed Federal agency up into the

twentieth century to accept that, I think we will really be making some good
starts.

Another thing I would 1ike to comment on is that Lew or Bill was
talking about the complaint numbers being set up for people who call in
complaints. We have ours at Kennedy in the sense that it is really defeating
the purpose it was set up for, because of the fact that the people answering
the phones evidently have not been trained on how to answer the phones. 1
mean, when you get some irate person calling up to complain about the noise or
whatever and to have the person on the other end say: Well, look, all I am
here for is to take your name and telephone number and that is it; I don't
care about the complaint.
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This is not the way to gain friends and influence people. So, I
think it is important to bring out that when a telephone number is set up, the

people who are going to answer the phones have to be specially trained to
handle those calls.

And then -- I forget now who it was who made the comment about pilots
resenting the inference that they have deficient technical skills. I think it
was you, Bill. I know from the activities at Kennedy Airport there are some
pilots -- and I am talking about commerical pilots -- who I question how they
are keeping their licenses.

The third thing I would like to bring up is the insulating of
buildings. Now, I personally do not buy that route and I will tell you why.
It is fine to insulate a building and while the person is inside the building,
fine; he doesn't hear anything. But he does not spend all of his time inside
that building. My theory is if they complain after the building is insulated,
the FAA particularly would come back to them and say: Look we insulated the
building -- now what are you complaining about the noise for? This is not a
route an irate person would recommend.

Also one other thing. Peter, I think it was, was talking about
rather dealing with the EPA than the FAA. I agree with that one million
percent.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: In response to your comments, the Western Region of
the FAA has been somewhat sympathetic to what we have been trying to do. One
of the reasons I guess is because the regional director flies his own aircraft
off of Torrance Airport. Your second comment, I think, dealt with pilot
efficiency.

MR. LEWIS: Pilot deficiency.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Okay, pilot deficiency. This is one of the things
we do. We appeal to the pilots, in executing noise abatement procedures, to
their sense of professionalism. I say if they really feel they operate the
aircraft in a professional level, then they will look at these procedures and
see if they cannot phase their professional operation into that.

In terms of the other thing, about the complaint line; yes, we do try
to be sympathetic to people and find out exactly what their problems are.
Naturally, when we have the tape on, the tape is not very sympathetic. But if
they do leave their numbers, we follow up the next day to get more
information. I cannot remember what the third one was.

MR. LEWIS: 1 am not trying to say that Torrance is not doing the
job. In fact, I think they are doing one hell of a job and I would like to
see what we could adopt and use in our area. The third thing was the
insulation of buildings.

MR. CRITCHFIELD: Okay. No place else -- well, maybe that is the
wrong approach. 1 cannot think of other places except maybe Florida, the
southeast and southwest southern coastal areas of the United States, do you
have such a lifestyle as in California and acoustic insulation treatment is
not going to deal with it. It is more intended for the critical use areas --
hospitals, meeting rooms, examining rooms in doctors' offices, conference
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rooms, rooms in commercial industrial centers, some acoustical treatment:of
houses. But obviously, you are not going to deal with a guy trying to
barbecue on a Sunday afternoon in his patio. There is just no way you are
going to get around that.

MR. LEWIS: That is what I was thinking of primarily, the ones that
go out to the pool and the backyard. ’

MR. CRITCHFIELD: On adjusting the contours, I would leave you with
this old adage, sort of following up on Shirley. It is an admonition to
traffic engineers. You know, when a group of residents comes in and wants to
put a stop sign on a particular corner and your warrant system shows that it
is not warranted, you can be assured that your political body or your city

council will place that stop sign on that corner over your bleeding and
technically correct body.

ATTENDEE: Question for Robert Clark. You said there were

recommendations that you had which were not followed. Was that with land
planning that they would not be followed?

MR. CLARK: No, actually it was the full gamut of the recommendations
to the local government involved. There were two to three operators who were
actually in control of the local government who did not admit any of the
recommendations, ranging from sound impact, runways, buildings, landings, all
the way to the state legislative action, that were necessary to get state
legislation to do some of those things. 1Is that what you are asking?

ATTENDEE: Well, the specific land use procedural recommendations
that you made, it just did not work? You gave them as an expert and you say
they did not work or they were not accepted; which were they?

MR. CLARK: They were not accepted by the local governments involved
in implementing the program. There were a lot of reasons why they were not
accepted not related to the type of the program. They were based on political
aspects as to why they were not implemented.

MR. CAMPANELLA: My name is Angelo Campanella, by the way. I was
going to say that sometimes introducing a term into the language can have a
great deal of influence on public policy; for example, the person who
introduced "beat the box,"™ I think did a great service to somebody by that
term -- I am not sure that that was noise abatement -- the implication being

that a pilot will fly in an unsafe manner to beat the box. Therefore, noise
abatement and safety are anti.

I think the same thing happened with "ripoff" instead of stealing,
and a lot of things like this in society. I was going to question whether we
should introduce the term, "break the box." Now, how do you catch the person
who is deliberately buzzing or making noise in a particular location? I am
wondering if in fact -- and the question really is not mine, it came from
somebody else in the EPA -- is there a strategy that we can use to influence
the pilot who is interested in beating the box or -- really, I think Bill
mentioned there is a small percentage of pilots that really are trying to fly
foud. So short of a big monitoring program, expensive one like you have, or
some other way, is there some way we can use specifically peer pressure? That

137



is the question. Can you use peer pressure through your pilot's organization
or somewhere else to really try and influence the person who is trying to beat
the box or fly in a very noisy, deliberate manner? "

MR. CRITCHFIELD: We think so. In fact, a part of the success of our
program is based on the peer group pressure. We have gone to several
different pilots' organizations and explained to them. Civil Air Patrol, for
example, is wholeheartedly in support of our noise abatement program, and in
terms of their air search and rescue safety records they have a very good
influence in terms of peer group pressure.

The local pilots' organization -- one of them is primarily a social
organization and it does not have that much influence, but the pilots
belonging to this subscribe to our suggestions. They evaluate their aircraft
and they look at it and they say, for example: Hey, I think Gordon said this
morning that the departure was rather steep shown on our Jeppeson insert. We
suggest the best rate of climb for many reasons; number one, better
visibility, better cooling, more comfort, and best angle of flying. But we do
not say best rate or best angle. We just say to climb as rapidly as possible
because some people feel more comfortable with best angle.

The demonstration grant we are working with, Region 90, included a
provision for peer group counselling for people who had problems operating
their aircraft. One of the things we wanted to develop was: If a guy flys a
Skymaster and he cannot seem to make it and there are other people on the
airport that own and operate Skymasters, we felt we would get them all
together and find out what type of techniques these other guys use, apply
these techniques so the other guy can fly this Skymaster quietly. This is
peer group counselling rather than pressure.

We feel both of them are equally reasonable and productive.

MR. CAMPANELLA: I regard pilots in their behavior. I have been
flying 15 years now, have about 2,500 flying hours, owner of an aircraft, and
I think of those groups and I think I am representative of them. I am not
sure, but I don't think they go out there and do these things purposely. I
don't think that is in their psyche. 1 think it is more a matter of almost
carelessness.

A good example is the handling of the rpm control. The prop itself
is really an rpm control, as everybody knows. We in the room know that the
higher rpm makes more noise. The pilots who would leave it in high rpm too
much, all the time are the ones that would be making the most noise and they
would not be doing this purposely because part of the pilot training, when you
are in the city, full forward, full rpm is a safety measure. This is basic
and most instructors will tell you this was the way it was in the past. It
has only been in the last two years, perhaps -- I know the last one year --
that general aviation instructors got out the message that this is not always
the best way to do it around airports because of harrassment in the community.
So I don't point to the pilots in saying these guys were doing it 1ike some
teenage hoods on the freeway going around without the tailpipes on. That is
not the case. ’
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MR. GREEN? I was not referring to the vast majority of pi]ots; I
was referring to that very, very small percentage. I assume there is only a
very, very small percentage that ever try to beat the box.

MR. CAMPANELLA: I wouldn't bother to tackle it because it is not

there. It is errors of omisson, not commission. They just do not know that
this is going on.

MR. GREEN: There are a couple of points that I think are very valid
we are trying. There is a lot more information being put out in the new pilot
handbooks now directed simply to the issue of noise control, how to fly your
airplane quietly, but we do have a few recalcitrant type pilots and I would
disagree with Angelo on that point. There are a lot of guys that flat hat and
they like to go under the bridges and a few other things. I am not going to
advocate this procedure, but it was a very successful one and it in part is
based upon the experience that came out of Torrance, I think.

They have an internal counselling session, kind of program going on
and perhaps Westchester is a close second, if not equal. But the system
works, peer pressure works.

There's the theory of why one guy, one particular guy who was flying
a Bonanza, which can be flown quietly as well as noisily, why he flew at
maximum continuous power -- and a beautiful pilot technique -- exactly 1,000
feet above terrain, barely within human possibilities of a human pilot. It
was determined he was doing this to impress some of his friends. He happened
to be a doctor -- you cannot say they are responsible members of the community
-- but his friends, fellow pilots, determined that it was due to the fact he
was excessively dirty. And at 3:00 o'clock in the morning, with an ice cold
shower and some of the same brushes one uses to scrub floors, they removed
that dirt.

And after some thoughts about lawsuits -- he was going to sue them
all -- he calmed down, straightened out to save his skin, literally, and flew
a little higher. That is an extreme case of peer pressure, but it was a very
severe local problem with this one doctor in that community and he was the
cause, perhaps more than 99 percent of all the flying of the inadvertent type
where they made more noise than necessary.

That demand near doomed the runway extension program and the
resurfacing of what they call the taxiway, which I call open woodland, head
one. One guy damned near killed that whole program and it was a severe case
with perhaps a severe solution but the real point is that there is something
that can be done to the guy that does not know how.

And remember the point that Angelo made a minute ago. We were taught
to pour the coal to it in the vicinity of the airport because, boy, I got to
go around. You've got the power there and you know it and you keep the power
on and many aircraft -- and we are getting into other issues on fuel
conservation now too. We are rethinking the kinds of things we thought we
needed for safety and I am asking the question, do we really need that power
for safety. And where we find we can do without it, we are cutting it back.

I will get into that tomorrow a little more on my talk.
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AFTERNOON SESSION

October 4, 1979 2:00 o'clock, p.m.

DR. BRAGDON: We are going to have each of the participant panelists
spend up to five minutes making an opening statement in terms of what their
feelings are in terms of the regulatory responsibilities. We purposely
structured this panel to represent a diverse group of interests from the
governmental sector, so we have Federal, State, and local people being
represented on this panel.

Then, as you can see from your program, we have people from the
private sector and these people will all get together and attempt to discuss
their perspective among themselves, at which time we will then open it up for
any type of dialogue for as long as you want to go. Again, I have one other
comment; that since the remarks are being recorded, we would like you to
indicate your name and essentially your affiliation so she can put that down
on her tape and so we do not lose that information later. The proceedings
will be published with the person's name indicated, so you get either the
appropriate credit or liability for what you have said -- depending on what
your position is.

I would like to have those panelists come forward if they could and
we will arrange ourselves along this front barrier here and I would like to
introduce each person.

We will go through some brief introductions. The first panelist is
Herman Bernard. We have been discussing this morning politicians' interest
and involvement in land use planning and the need for accountability, so I
think you will get some interesting questions today. Herman is City
Councilman from College Park, Georgia and is on the Board of Directors and
serving as President of N.0.I.S.E., National Organization to Insure Sound
Control Environment.

_ I might add that there were some brochures and still are of that
organization on the back table.

Next to him is Stan Green. Stan is Vice-President of General
Aviation Manufacturer's Association out of Washington, D.C. and has been
extremely involved in the general aviation industry in trying to fill orders
which, presently, are a little behind at this time.

Steve is lost somewhere and we are trying to get him down. Steven
Schwenk, who is appropriately of the National Pilots Association, so he is
stuck somewhere up in the atmosphere. No, he should be here and we are trying
to get hold of him.

Bob Montgomery. Bob is with the State Aviation Administration for

the State of Maryland and represents that sector from the state's standpoint
and has been active in airport noise in that area.
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Charlie Blair, our second representative from the FAA. Charlie is
with the Region 4 off1ce, Atlanta, is an airport planning specuallst and he
w111 have a lot of comments, I am sure, today.

Next to him is Maurice Gosnell. Maurice is President of the Pilot
Lawyers Bar Association and is Tocated in Lawrenceville, Illinois.

The last person -- his name tag is incorrect -- is Fred Gammon. Fred
is Airport Manager for Teterboro Airport in New Jersey.

So what we would like to do at this time, starting off with Herman,
is to make an opening statement and we will go down the table to have each
panelist make an opening remark, after which if the panel wants to discuss
among themselves or comment on each other's remarks, they may, and then we
will go into an open discussion among all the people that are here. I am sure
there will be plenty of questions to go around.

MR. HERMAN BARNARD: Thank you, Dr. Bragdon. I might say that I am
Herman Bernard, representative of the City Council, City of College Park.
Most of you mlght not know it is a part of Atlanta Hartsfield Airport.
Hartsfield Airport is in the city of College Park, so we have for a long time
been well aware of the noise problems that beset the busiest airport in the
world. I'm also, as Dr. Bragdon said, actively involved in a national
environmental organization known as N.0.I.S.E., as he so stated, presently
serving as president of this organization. I do feel like there are some
things that can be done to assist general aviation and I will make a couple of
brief comments on it.

In response to our organization and our need to organize some ten
years ago, we saw the real problem as being not the general aviation but the
type that you see around 0'Hare, Atlanta Hartsfield, Kennedy, and major
airports like this. General aviation has not caused a whole lot of problems
to the people involved in our N.0.I.S.E. organization at this time. However,
we begin to have some interest, from the standpoint of College Park and from
representing the citizens of College Park.

We do not have this problem particularly in College Park. We do have
some general aviation at the Atlanta Hartsfield Airport, but a big part of it
is moving out and I understand most of the rest of it will soon be gone. Of
course, we, as neighbors of the second biggest airport, are glad to see this
happen. We think it probably should be rerouted and moved to some other type
of location or some other location.

There is a question on what can be done about regulating general
aviation, as well as any of the aviation prob]em. Is it permissible?

Most of you here I am sure know that general aviation, like others
requlated by the Federal Government, FAA, we find that there's a lot that can
be done, but it really cannot be done from the local level too much; however,
there are some things that can be done. There are more things that can be
done with a sponsored airport, of course, than can a non-sponsored. What I
mean by this, College Park, of course, the airport is in College Park.
However, we are a non-sponsored city. We do not have any control,
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particularly, except that that we can pass through our ordinances, that would
stand up in court.

We do have a noise ordinance in College Park that we have had for
some time; however, it is limited as to what control we can impose on the
traffic at the Atlanta Hartsfield Airport.

One of the basic remarks that local government might make is when you
start a new airport, in relation particularly to general aviation and if it is
in your jurisdiction -- and then of course you do act as a sponsor, the city
-- you do have some control. Local government, of course, can set up zoning
restrictions and permits and et cetera. This would give you some control over
what happens. Most of our problems at this point have been after the fact.

The industry has grown so rapidly that before we realized what had
happened the noise had infiltrated into areas that were being lived in by
people. Some of them have been there for many years.

I find that one of the objections that I have as a city councilman is
that too many people -- and you might have heard this on the panel this
morning -- is that too many people in the planning departments have an
opposite view and concept of what I do as a representative of the people; in
that they suggest that you, through planning and this type of deal, move the
people away from the noise. But from a political standpoint, representing
people that have been there since the early 1900's, and of course College Park
being a perfect example by being chartered in 1892 -- a lot of these people
feel that they were there first and maybe you shou]d begin to move some of the
noise away from the people.

Some planning and zoning and these type restrictions do not work
particularly well in a fully-developed city like College Park. MWe have
approximately nine square miles of area and that is relatively small for
27,000 people. OQur city is already developed and has been before the jet age,
so my feeling and my position has been, as a representative of the citizens,
to do what is possible to move the noise away from the people. I realize that
is not particularly good planning but there are things that can be done.

Of course, you have more control on noise generated from the ground,
run-up noise, this type of thing, than you do when the aircraft leaves the
runway. Then it begins to be the responsibility of the FAA and there have
been some tests over this in the city of Santa Monica as to what can be done,
what Tocal government can do to aleviate some of the noise and set some
restrictions and so forth.

However, I will not go into that in depth at this time, but we are
watching this case with interest. The lower courts have ruled in favor of the
people in that city. The responsible city does have to do certain things in
helping to alleviate some of the unnecessary noise around the airport. So our
organization, as well as myself individually as a representative of the
citizens of College Park, we are looking and searching out means and ways to
allow us to do more to alleviate at least the unnecessary noise.
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Now planning, as I stated before, is one thing and all this will work
good in some areas of our country but it will not work in College Park. I
might say that Dr. Bragdon, of course, is very familiar with our situation in
that some years ago he did a study of our problem, so he probably is as much
aware of the situation out there as I am; maybe more. We do feel like there
are some rights that the people have and with certain ordinances and controls
we feel like some help can come about. Thank you.

MR. STANLEY GREEN: This is Stan Green again of GAMA. Under the
general heading of regulations that we have got is a topic I have got,

somewhat separate, but obviously linked into the topic of general aviation
noise.

The issue I would discuss is, I think most of you are aware that the
FAA regulations are virtually identical to the ICAO, the International Civil
Aviation Organization regulations. This was not done by chance, this was done
by a design issued by us simply because we export aircraft and we cannot
afford to have different countries have different certifying regulations if we
are going to be able to sell a product.

This type of situation has resolved itself in the international field
fairly well with the continuing pressure from particularly the Europeans who
are about ten years ahead of us in handling noise problems. We feel that
there is going to be some reasonable continuing pressure on the regulations
and as long as it is done in a uniform manner -- from our strictly monetary
point of view, the costs of certification -- we will be ahead of the game.

However, when you get to the United States, with respect to the
airport situation, I think we also need uniform regulations throughout the
United States; regulations that are applicable to all airports, particularly,
or at least airports that have received Federal funds. Now, this does not
mean that the same noise level necessarily would apply to each airport. That
would have to be determined on a fair and reasonable basis at the local
level. We can find no solution to a question that was once posed to me: What
if we can find the money to buy out all the people; where am I going to put
the 490,000 people from Nassau County that we were going to move away from La
Guardia? There are no solutions to that, no practical solution.

So we have got to adjust to the local issue, in most cases the local
problem.

The noise levels must be calculated by the same methodology. They
have got to be sure and certain that a pilot can meet then before he sets out
on a trip. The noise levels obviously must be reasonable, compared to the
local conditions. Many times we cannot afford to cater to the idiosyncracies
of a few airport neighbors who think that their automobiles and trucks and
lawnmowers have a right to make more noise than airplanes, and this is perhaps
a rather keen quote. There's a regulatory proposal that was made by the Air
Transport Association, but published by the FAA as an advanced type notice of
the proposal we are making, and while the proposal as written would apply only
to air carrier airports, I think it could be expanded and would suit the needs
of all the airports in the United States with respect to the planning and
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promulgation of definitive noise plans for each airport on a fair and certain
basis for everybody.

On another point of the -- I would like to somewhat answer a question
that was raised yesterday on why our airplanes seem to be ahead of the FAA
standard itself in propeller-driven aircraft noise. The key to all of this is
the fact that we have a reasonable regulation on the books. That regulation
was developed to be in accordance with basic technology. It was developed in
accordance with not only U.S. but with European data, and it stands as a cap
-- noise cannot escalate above the levels -- and that particular regulation
~ goes from 68 dB, from the lightest weight aircraft on up to 80 dB.

The key as we see it in this regulation is another piece of law, not
that part under which the regulation was written but the part that says: in
each individual aircraft type certificate you will strive to reduce the noise
of that airplane type as low as practicable. And that means if you can beat
the limits in the law, you do so. But you have got to remember too at that
time that the standard itself is a broad-based one. It covers aircraft with
different payloads and types of engines. The same basic engine may be in two
different airplanes, and the noise of those airplanes will vary because of the
different ways that they can be operated.

The techniques that are used to make one aircraft quiet will wipe out
another aircraft. It will cut its payload by a quarter to a half of what it
was, increase fuel usage and cost about 30 percent more to buy.

They key to it, 1 think, is an analogy that I would like to throw out
-- if I can find the beginning of it here. Let us assume we had a shortage of
cloth in the United States and the clothing protection agency studied the
problem and came to the following conclusions based on its report; that the
lack of suitable cloth for clothing the population could cause a health
problem-in the United States, primarily in the north where the cold weather is
experienced. There is much wasteful use of cloth in the manufacture of
various styles of clothing to suit the purported needs of people and,
therefore, the fisherman, the business person, the farmer, the construction
worker, and the secretary are all going to wear the same style and type of
clothing.

Further, the clothing is now made in all different sizes, some of
which use more material than others. and since we note that there are some
suits and dresses made in smaller sizes, size seven for women and size

thirty-four for men are going to be the standard from now on for all suits and
dresses.

I propose to you, ladies and gentlemen, that the reason that the
Cessna Citation can make its noise level is based upon not the technology that
was used, that is available to the 747 as well, but the fact that that
airplane is a relatively short-range jet of light weight and if one needs a
loner range jet of bigger capacity he cannot wear the size thirty-four suit;
he has to use an airplane that makes more noise.

We cannot say that the lowest airplane in the scale is now at the

state of technology. It just does not work. We have different aircraft for
different purposes. Some aircraft, as I mentioned, with the same engine in
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it, make substantially more noise, because they climb slower; they carry
bigger payloads, more economical in some fields. They do not go as fast
perhaps and they do not serve the purposes of everybody who needs them,

The current technology that we are talking about in the
propeller-driven aircraft field is a technology primarily based upon engine
propeller combinations. It is the propeller that makes the noise, the tip
speed of that propeller. We can add more blades, we can gear the engine and
make it turn slower and get the tip speeds down, but these cost money, this
takes anywhere from one to three years to develop. They increase the fuel,
which is a national goal perhaps in conflict with noise, but one that we
cannot avoid working on.

And we can go on. The regulations, FAR 36, of both the turbine and
the piston-powered aircraft, propelier-driven aircraft are current
technology. They are being made today. The fieet as we see it today is
coming off the Tine in accordance with those standards. The FAR 36 Appendix
requirements for propeller-driven aircraft in fact do not come into effect
until the end of this year. As a matter of fact, in 1976 all propeller driven
aircraft under 6,000 pounds meet the requirements by the end of -- well, in
fact by the end of August all aircraft in production now meet the
requirements. Obviously, we could not afford to wait until the last moment to
be certificated aircraft. Each of the certification programs in themselves is
a major activity upwards of hundreds of thousands of dollars.

I have one last piece in the recommended rule making area, somewhat
directed at the EPA. 1 think they are in the wrong part of this business.
The industry and the government have spent an awful lot of money and time
going into proposed rules that EPA has submitted to FAA, then FAA by law is
required to publish and then industry is obligated to comment on it. The
majority of the proposals, the vast majority of the proposals from EPA, did
not meet the statutory requirements for promulgation of final rules.

I think they knew that. Economics were not considered. Techno-

logical practicality was not considered. In a nutshell, we wasted a lot of
time.

The EPA proposals were just like my size seven dress and thirty-four
suit. They were the lowest sizes made and that is the state of technology
and, by God, you are all going to wear them. But there is a rule that EPA, 1
think, can have and should have and should be following, and I don't see very
much of it being done. And that gets into a lot of the basic understanding of

psychoacaustics and the determination of what we need, what levels we ought to
be having.

In the Santa Monica case, in which I was an attorney of record,
participating in the trial, I kept on hearing the EPA has set a standard of 55
dBA on the Ldn scale. I have never read that in any of the EPA documents. I
know what the goals say.

~ An awful lot of rhetoric is passed out and people do not know, people
do not understand. Noise is a rather complex issue. We had a brilliant judge
in this case there and there were many things that he could not understand and
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required repeating and repeating again. There has got to be some simple way
that we can better understand the psychology of noise and the mechanics of
noise. I think this role should be filled by EPA as its major obligation
under the Noise Control Act of '72.

Psychology of noise and its effect on people is not known. If you go
back to the levels document and the other reports that came out of that time,
you see a lot of questions raised -- but since 1973 we have not seen the
answers. We have not seen better-refined questions even, and we sure-as-heck

have not seen any solutions. I think EPA is missing its obligation in that
sense.

One last point, and it is somewhat along the same line. 1 think we
have got to all better understand noise, in the sense that we have the data
reported today. As a result of some questions that were raised during the
meetings and some discussions that I have had with some individuals here, I
have come to the conclusion that many people, including some who have an
involvement in the noise problem, do not understand what those advisory
circulars that FAA puts out mean, what certification data means; that
certification data, whether you are talking props or recips or rather jets,
specified conditions the airplanes will make this much noise and unless you
duplicate those conditions and make all the corrections that they made and

measure at the exact point that were measured under those conditions, you will
not get the same data.

You cannot look to FAA data and only on the advisory circulars and
say, well, my field is quieter or noisier than this, unless you reduce the
data at exactly the same point. The latest advisory circular, 36-3, is to me
a classic, usable document. It gives you a darned good picture of what the
airplanes will do, whether they are jets or props, at your airport if you
properly convert it. But you cannot use Advisory Circular 36-3 and say the
information in 36-2A is wrong. There are different measuring points,
different conditions of measuring, and that is a key point to this thing. We
have got to understand the measuring system.

There is sufficient data for any airport, using FAA's published data,
to determine probably within a dB what any airplane will make at any field,
with some few exceptions of oddball experimental airplanes which make hardly
any noise or some antique airplanes which, like antique cars, do not have any
requirements anyway. You have got to use that data better. Thank you.

MR. ROBERT P. MONTGOMERY: Bob Montgomery -- I am the Manager of
Aviation Noise Programs for the Maryland State Aviation Administration. The
State of Maryland is somewhat unique in two factors with relation to aircraft
noise. Number one, while our other states own and operate airports, there are
other states that own and operate an air carrier airport, The State of
Maryland bought what was then an Air National Guard airport in 1972 and since
that time has operated it as the Baltimore International Airport. So that we
have a role not only of the normal state responsibility, but also as the
airport operator with respect to one air carrier airport.

We are also the only state that I am aware of that has a legislative

mandate to establish and control land use around all licensed public-use
airports in the State of Maryland. The state has some 43 public-use
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facilities which are licensed by the state. Primarily, they are licensed to
insure that they meet the necessary state standards and so that those which
are municipally owned can participate in state as well as Federal funding for
airport improvement.

But in 1974, the Maryland Legislature passed what was called the
Maryland Environmental Noise Impact Act. This was a comprehensive noise act
and it gave to each of the departments in the state government specific
responsibility for the state aviation administration. It specifically said,
number one, you will set out a step-by-step procedure. First of all, you will
select a measure of cumulative noise exposure which you will use to evaluate
noise around airports. Having selected this measure, you will then establish
criteria of permissible levels for residential and other land uses around
airports.

We did this in 1975. We adopted the Ldn after considerable studies
and public hearings. We established a single set of criteria for land use
around airports in which we said, essentially, that new residential and
institutional uses would not be permitted inside the Ldn 65 contours around an
airport; of Ldn 75, basically, only airport-related uses -- mining, fishing.

I do not remember if seminars fall in that category or not, but very few uses
were permissible inside the Ldn 75 contours.

Then the legislation said that each airport proprieter would provide
an analysis of the current and future impact of operations around that
airport. In practice, that means that the airport proprieter provides us with
information on actual traffic patterns, numbers of aircraft, types of
aircraft, and any specific procedures, percentage of runway use, this sort of
information. We then, as the state, will develop the noise contours around
each of those airports.

We send these back to the local jurisdiction and they are then
required to determine if there are any existing land uses which are impacted
according to our regulations.

About the current and future airport operations, we only look ten
years into the future. We do not try to look beyond that to 20 or 40 years.
If there is an impact identified, then the airport proprieter must develop a
noise abatement plan to minimize that impact. We do not say he has to
eliminate it because in many cases he cannot eliminate the impact of airport
operations, but he must certainly strive to minimize that impact within the
limits of not affecting flight safety and it has to be an economic and
technically practical sort of thing to do.

Now, the legislature gave us a number of options, not mandatory but a
number of things which could be done, as examples including alteration of
flight tracks, development of noise abatement takeoff and departure
procedures, arrival procedures, things of that sort. Now, having gone through
and developed a noise abatement plan, which we as the state agency are
responsible for administering, we then go through another round of evaluation
of the actual noise impact with the noise abatement plan in effect.

Any residual areas in which the noise exposure of én airport exceeds
Ldn 65 are then established as an airport noise zone around the airport. The
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counties then, who are the principal government units in Maryland, are given
up to six months to adopt regulations, to enforce building permits, zoning
permit activities within this airport noise zone. In fact, we find that we
have one county that has already adopted regulations, although we have not yet
put the airport noise zone into effect.

But in any case, anybody who wishes to build a structure, alter a
structure, make some substantial changes, or who wishes to change a land use
is required to get an airport zoning permit. If the property lies within this
zone, basically under the regulations, they cannot be granted a permit unless
the predicted noise exposure is less than the 1imit of use which is asked
“for. This purposely is intended to prevent the development of new or
incompatible uses around the airport.

~ Now, there is an out to this. This is sort of an administrative
level. ~Anybody who does not like the decision then may take their case to a
board of appeals who can hear and grant the variances from these regulations
to permit actual construction proceedings. There is one mandate that must be
met, however. The board cannot issue a permit unless they are assured that
construction proposed will provide adequate noise reduction so that the
interior noise levels will be at least as low as they would be for a similar
use outside of the airport noise zone.

That briefly is what our program involves. Now, we do of course
develop the airport noise zone. We do have land use controls to prevent
further incompatible development around airports, but I think the primary
thing that we try to look at and should be involved in most of all is the
actual development of airport noise abatement -plans.

Now as operator of two state-owned facilities, we actually have gone
further with these two airports. We have Baltimore-Washington International.
We also have another general aviation facility, Glemn L. Martin Airport, which
has a combination of corporate aircraft, Air National Guard, and other
piston-engine aircraft as well as one barracks of the State Police, who
primarily have helicopters based at that facility.

In developing our noise abatement plans, we do have a legislative
mandate. As proprietor, we do develop a plan and we are the people who must
adopt the plan; however, we cannot adopt a plan and make it stick unless we
can get some form of agreement out of the actual airport user, so that most of
our activities over the years have been related to; number one, working with
the community to insure that they are aware of what we are doing and so that
we are aware of what their problems are and; number two, working with the
pilots, the pilots of the corporate aircraft, the State Police, the Air
National Guard, and fixed-base operators to develop procedures which can be
used to minimize the actual impact of operations.

Now, at the Martin Airport, we have developed and have put in flight
tracks for departing aircraft under visual flight rule conditions. We have a
control tower at Martin but it is not an FAA control tower. It is a private
contractor who operates it, so working with him and working with the National
Guard and others we have developed flight tracks which were acceptable and

minimized, we believe, the noise of departing aircraft on surrounding schools
and residences.
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We found it necessary, however, considering the number of corporate
aijrcraft we have there, to deal with the Federal Aviation Administration and
we went through a long, drawn-out process before we finally got. an agreement
with the FAA on the local control tower at BWI on instrument flight rule

departures which are basically handed off to the BWI control tower shortly
after they get off the ground.

It took us well over a year before we had any agreement on instrument
flight departures. Those have been in place for about eight or nine months
now and seem to be working.

The only thing I really can say at this point is that while we have a
mandated responsibility to develop and adopt abatement plans, and we recognize
that the FAA has a certain amount of interest in it, in those things that make
up the noise abatement plan, we have found in general that we can arrive
through discussion at a reasonable noise abatement plan. It may not be
everything that we want initially. We work and it is a continuing sort of
process, but you have always operated under the theory that when we started
this program, that since we have a legislative mandate to do something like
this we abhor a vacuum and if other agencies will not step in and adopt or
take action to provide the maximum noise abatement within our understanding of
our responsibilities, we will take that action.

MR. CHARLES BLAIR: My name is Charles Blair and I am in the Airports
Division of FAA, Southern Region of Atlanta, Georgia. I regret that I was not
here yesterday when Mr. Wesler spoke, because I am sure that he referred
several times to the Department of Transportation's continuing Noise Abatement
Policy, dated November 18, 1976. This document, which is more or less our
Bible, for the first time very clearly, concisely defines what our role is and
what the local government's role is and we have used it quite a bit.

So, I am going to read from it for about three or four minutes on the
authorities and responsibilities under the policy. The Federal Government has
the authority and responsibility to control aircraft noise by the regulation
of source emissions, by flight operational procedures, and by management of
the air traffic control system and air space in ways that minimize noise
impact on residential areas, consistent with the highest standards of safety.

The Federal Government also provides financial and technical
assistance to airport proprietors for noise reduction planning and abatement

activities and, working with the private sector, conducts continuing research
into noise abatement technology.

Airport owners are primarily responsible for planning and
implementing actions designed to reduce the effect of noise on residents of
the surrounding area. Such actions include optimal site location,
improvements in airport design, noise abatement ground procedures, land
acquisition, and restrictions on airport use. And we tend to quiver when we
hear that comment. The airport owner must weigh the costs of alternative
means of achieving noise compatibility against any economic penalties that may
result from the decision to 1imit the use of the airport through curfews or
other restrictions.
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The powers of the proprietor to control what types of aircraft use
his airport, to impose curfews or other use restrictions, and subject to
Federal Aviation Administration approval, to regulate runway use and flight
paths, are not limited. Its actions are subject to two important
restrictions. It may not take any action that imposes an undue burden on

interstate or foreign commerce and may not unjustly discriminate with regard
to any airport users. '

We hope that after a few of the court cases are settled -- and the
Santa Monica is one of them -- we will know how to more realistically
interpret what use restrictions do interfere with interstate commerce. We do
not at the present time have any clear, concise definitive answers to that and
very probably will not until several of these court cases are resolved.

The FAA has long encouraged planning to assure not only that airports
will be-adequate to provide the service required in the future, but that
prospective noise impacts are evaluated and minimized. The FAA policy has
been implemented through four principal methods involving the Airport
Development Aid Program.

First, under Section 16 of the Airport and Airway Development Act,
the Secretary may approve a project only if he is satisfied that it is
reasonably consistent with the plans of planning agencies for the development
of the area in which the airport is located. A project may not be approved
unless fair consideration has been given to the interest of communities in or
near where the projects may be located.

The Act further declares, as national policy, that the projects
involving airport location, runway location or a major runway extension shall
provide for the protection and enhancement of the natural resources and the
quality of environment of the Nation.

In essence, what we mean is these types of projects fall within the
provisions of 102cc of the National Environmental Policy Act. It also
provides that when a major runway extension will have adverse environmental
effect, it may not be approved unless no feasible and prudent alternatives

exist, and that all possible steps have been taken to minimize such adverse
effects.

In addition, Section 18.4 of the Act provides that among the
conditions precedent to project approval are: appropriate action, including
the adoption of the zoning laws, has been or will be taken to the extent
reasonable to restrict the use of land adjacent to or in the immediate
vicinity of the airport to activities and purposes compatible with normal
airport operations, including landing and takeoff of aircraft. These are the
conditions of certification that the airport proprietor give us when a grant
of agreement is executed.

While the FAA does not and, in our judgment, should not have the
power to control land use around airport throughout the United States, the
grant of Federal funds for airport development has been and will continue to
be conditioned on the application of the foregoing principles.
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Secondly, FAA has awarded ASAP funds for the development of airport
master plans. These plans contain an environmental analysis and -planning
assessment to assure that the airport's noise impact is held to a minimum. I
was reading this morning while waiting for this -~ Dr. Bragdon completed a
study and we assisted him somewhat, and it involves a view of master plans in
the land use data book, and discovered that about 50 percent of the master
plans did not really get into the off-airports land use planning situation.

Third, the recent Airport and Airway Development Act Amendments of
1976 authorize for the first time the use of Federal airport development funds
on projects used to achieve noise relief. Specifically, section II of the Act
now authorizes Federal financing of land acquisition to insure compatibility
with airport noise levels and the acquisition of noise suppression equipment.
We are also seeking an amendment of that Act which would authorize the use of
ADAP funds for the purpose of noise monitoring equipment.

Fourth, and as a result of the ADAP Noise Policy, FAA initiated a
pilot project to encourage the preparation of comprehensive noise abatement
plans by airport proprietors. These planning studies were called ANCLUC,
Airport Noise Control and Land Use Compatibility studies.

At the present'time we have studies under way at Fort Lauderdale,
Orlando, Cincinnati, Atlanta, and Birmingham. Thank you.

MR. MAURICE E. GOSNELL: My name is Maurice Gosnell. I am a lawyer
from Lawrenceville, I11inois, and I am not the President of the Pilot Lawyers
Bar Association right now. I am the immediate Past-President. However, I
spent four years in that office and hopefully learned a little bit about it

and to some extent a bit about some of the problems that we are discussing
here today.

I presume I must be here as a member of the private sector because I
am about as private a sector as you can get in the aviation field. I fly my
own airplane around. I flew in here this morning and I did not have a bit of
trouble with the PVA down here. Many people complain about it but all I have
is a private license with an instrument rating.

I have done quite a bit of flying around the country and I really
approch this subject first as a pilot, because it does seem to me that we must
be looking into the future to some extent here when we worry about general
aviation and the noise abatement procedures and policies that are now being
considered. The reason I say that is because I have made a little study about
the noise produced by general aviation and I can assure you that there is no
way that with my Beechcraft Traveler, I could even approach these noise levels
that are concerning the people who are working on the problem.

I have been told by people who claim to know, at any rate, that about
the only general aviation aircraft that would violate the regulations that are
presently in existe